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28  NORTHERN  AVENUE 


BOSTON,  MASSACtHUSETTS  02210 


(617)  426-8419 


February   2,    1987 


CAPTAIN  ALAN  CIRCEO 

RECEIVED 


The  Honorable  James  S.  Hoyte 
Secretary,  Executive  Ottice  ot  Environmental  Aftairs.. 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  •-■ 

100  Canbriage  Street,  2Uth  Floor  '■■•■ 

boston,  MA    02202 


-t\j2     '■ 


Attn: 


HEP A  Unit 


Re:   Comments  on  the  "Final  Environmental  Impact  Report: 
Fan  Pier  &  Pier  4  Development.';   EOEA  No.  4426/4584 


Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

I  am  President  or  A.C.  Cruise  Line,  Inc.,  a  family-owned 
passenger  excursion  vessel  small  business  which  presently  owns 
and  operates  on  a   seasonal  basis  an  86  foot  LOA  excursion  coat, 
the  M/V  VIKGIMA  C  II  (O.N.  IB'pOlb).      The  vessel  is  berthed  ano 
operates  from  a  pier  at  the  western  extremity  ot  the  Fan  Pier, 
au^acent  to  the  Fort  Point  Channel  entrance  and  the  Northern 
Avenue  bridge.   This  is  tne  only  excursion  vessel  ana  the  only 
business  operated  by  A.C.  Cruise  Lijie,  Inc.  ,  — ->. 

My  family  and  I  are  also  full-time  residents  ot  the  Boston 
waterfront.   I  offer  my  comments  regaraing  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (FEIR)  on. the  proposed  Fan  Pier 
project  located  on  Boston  Harbor.  I  note  A.C.  Cruise 
only  existing  water-relatec  entity  mentionec,  by  name 
otherwise,  in  the  FEIR.  (Vol.  I,  Page  III-4,  "Development 
Alternatives" ) . 


is 
or 


the 


As  a  commercial  excursion  operator  who  has  proviced 
continuous  maritime  passenger-carrying  services  on  Boston's 
waterfront  ana  along  the  New  England  coast  from  the  exisf.ng 
Fan  Pier  site  for  more  than  a  aecade,  I  approve  the  gen-'-ral 
plans  and  concept  for  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  develor..,ents ,  as 
set  forth  in  the  Final  Environmental  impact  Report   In  my 
opinion,  these  plans  demonstrate  a  worthwhile  US';  for  the  site, 
express  creativity  for  the  waterfront  location,  and  encourage 
water  access  ana  water  views  for  the  genera]  public. 

These  projects  should  activate  a  now  blightea  and 
unoer-utilized  area  of  Boston's  waterfront.   The  only  existing 
public  attractions  at  the  site  are  Anthon/'s  Pier  4  Restaurant 
ana  A.C.  Cruise  Line,  Inc.,  witn  the  latter  the  only 
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traaitional  water  cepenaent  use  ana  the  only  water  relateu 
public  access.   The  area's  current  use,  preaominantly  parking 
lots,  falls  to  Taake  tins  part  ot  the  watertront  publicly 
accessible,  v.hether  tor  coiamercial  or  recreat  lonalr.iar  ine  use. 

Trie  Fan  Pier  ana  Pier  4  oevelopinents  slioula  make  this 
waterfront  site  tar  more  publicly  accessible  tnari  it  is  now,  by 
proviuing  a  mix  ot  water -relatea  anu  water-aepenaent  uses  tnat 
shoulo  attract  a  oivtrse  group  of  resiuents  from  the  greater 
boston  area.   The  FEIR  plan's  open-space  and  marine  provisions, 
sucn  as  the  Harborwalk,  the  canal,  tlie  canal  i-romenaae, 
excursion  boat  facilities,  waterrront  plaza,  fishing  pier, 
m.arina,  water  taxi  pier,  amphitheater,  museum  and  perrorming 
arts  center  shoulo  encourage  a  more  active  boston  Harbor. 

A.C.  Cruise's  specific  coni.ients  are  as  tollows.   First, 
the  Developers'  conruitnent  to  exploring  water-basea 
transportation  possibilities  at  tne  site  is  noteworthy.   A 
water  taxi  service  is  proposea  by  the  Pier  4's  proponent.   The 
Fan  Pier  developer  has  initiatea  a  water  transportation 
leasibilitj  stucy.   Moreover,  uoth  oevelopers  have  expressed 
their  strong  interest  in  exploring  with  Harbor  commercial  boat 
of'crator  s ,  lucluumg  tne  unctrsigneo ,  water  transportation 
options,  such  as  conimuter  vessels  serving  the  Boston 
metropolitan  region.   I  am  confluent  that  the  developers' 
current  expressions  ot  interest  are  genuinely  motivated. 

Wnilt  the  ongoing  problem  ot  commuter  water  transportation 
in  Boston  Harbor  shoulo  not  now  fall  solely  on  the  Fan  Pier 
oevelopers,  the  location  ano  the  magnituoe  ot  this  proposea 
project  oictate  that  the  commuter  water  transit  issue  be 
aooresseo  by  them.   Accoromgly,  such  expressions  ct  coi.imiti.ient 
by  the  principal  developers,  couplea  with  their  specific  ano 
oetaileo  plans  ( coni.-.uter  boat  schecules,  vessel  routes  ana 
communities/stations  to  be  served  by  the  boats,  arrangements 
tor  convenient  auto  parking  at  terminals,  cost  to  the  commuter, 
etc.),  is  crucial  for  the  success  of  water  transportation  in 
ana  around  Boston  harbor.   I  expect  tnat  sucii  necessary  aetai^s 
will  be  forthcoming  shortly. 

To  that  end,  I  strongly  suggest  that  the  EOEA,  the  BRA, 
the  oevelopers,  along  with  all  interested  parties,  in 
particular  oraw  on  the  years  of  expertise  available  trom  tne 
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Harbor  cruise  operators,  throuuh  the  Kassachusetts  Association 
of  passenger  Vessel  owners  £>  Operators,  Inc.   Rather  than  the 
Developers  " re-invent ing  the  wheel",  the  boat  operators  are 
intimately  taiuiliar  with  the  Harbor,  potential  coianuter  boats 
routes,  weatner  ana  sea  concitions  on  sucgesteu  routes  anc  at 
pickup  ana  orop-ott  points,  ano  the  maritii.ie  ana  tinanciai 
practicalities  of  carryiriy  passengers  m  boston  Harbor.   Tne 
vessel  Captains  and  crews  are  uoing  on  an  everyaay  oasis  wnat 
the  aevtflopers  are  in  tlie  initial  stages  of  planning.   Further, 
what  may  look  on  paper  to  oe  feasible  may  not  be  practical  on 
tiie  water  in  boston  Haroor. 

Also  concerning  potential  comr.uter  vessel  operations,  this 
woula  be  a  good  time  for  the  Commonwealth,  the  City  ana  the  ERA 
to  aaoress  the  possiDility  of  operating  oirterential  subsiuiec 
for  Harbor  coi.unuter  boat  operators,  akin  to  the  recurring 
operating  financing  turnishea  to  the  libTA.   Analysis  of 
commuter  ooat  tiriances  shows  that  tne  operations  may  not  be 
firiancially  viable  on  their  own,  witliout  periodic  governmental 
grants  or  operating  differential  suosidy  assistance. 

SecoriG,  while  the  excursion  vessel  dockage  concept  as 
presented  in  the  FEIR  is  commendable,  it  is  only  a  skeleton 
plan.   Much  work  neeas  to  be  done,  in  concert  with  the  Haroor 
cruise  operators,  in  planning  the  specific  configuration  of  the 
excursion  boat  wharf,  with  respect  to  mooring  floats,  gangways, 
passenger  embarkation  and  debarkation  safety  consiaerations , 
berthing  support  services,  caterers'  access,  fueling  trucK 
access,  ticket  sales  kiosk,  ana  the  like.   A.C.  Cruise  is 
willing  to  cooperate  to  the  greatest  extent  possible  in  such 
planning  efforts. 

Thiro,  as  uiscussed  at  length  with  the  Fan  Pier 
developers,  HBC  Associates,  Inc.,  at  both  private  meetings  ana 
in  public  forums,  I  understand  that  A.C.  Cruise  will  continue 
its  present  operations  at  the  Fan  pier  site,  both  during  the 
construction  phase  anu  over  the  long-term  thereafter,  at  rates 
and  terms  comiriercially  reasonable  to  a  small  seasonal  business 
such  as  liiinfe.   In  acaition  to  HdC's  expressed  con.mitment  to  i.;y 
company,  A.C.  Cruise  Line,  with  its  extensive  excursion 
experience  in  the  Harbor,  looks  forward  to  contributing 
constructive  tecnnical,  design  ano  operating  suggestions  to  the 
Fan  Pier  project. 

Fourth,  anu  relating  to  the  prior  paragraph,  A.C.  Cruise 
has  oeen  the  sole  operator  at  this  site  since  approximately 
1976,  generating  goocwill  and  visibility  among  its  many 
customers.   The  excursion  clientele  now  served  by  the  VIRGINIA 
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C  II  incluaes  senior  citizens  groups  trom  throughout  the 
Comnionweal th,  labor  organizations,  office  parties,  weadings, 
ana  taiiiily  gatherings,  most  oi  which  are  repeat  custoiuers  every 
year.   As  such,  my  business  aosolutely  requires  a  stability  or 
location  on  trie  Harbor,  anc  or  public  exposure,  in  oraer  to 
remain  known  and  accessible  to  my  existing  valueu  customers. 
These  are  requirements  both  outing  and  after  construction,  witn 
the  appropriate  steps  taken  by  the  developers  during 
construction  to  alltvicte  any  aoverse  ir.ipacts  on  my  business. 

Fitth,  A.C.  Cruise  woula  like  ttie  developers  to  adoress 
the  point  of  oetermining  a  permanent  site  for  the  Tug  JOSEPH  J. 
LUNA,  one  of  the  company's  vessels  now  berthea  at  the  Fan  Pier. 

In  the  Secretary's  anticipatec  approval  of  the  Fan 
Pier/Pier  4  uevelopment,  A.C.  Cruise  Line  respectfully  requests 
the  secretary.  Executive  Ofrice  of  Environiaental  Afrairs, 
conuition  the  Commonwealth's  approval  on  the  compliance  by  the 
oevelopers  with  our  Third,  Fourth  anu  Fitth  concerns,  as 
discussed  above. 

A.C.  Cruise  sincerely  appreciates  this  opportunity  to 
comment  on  tlie  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  ana  looks 
forwara  to  oeing  or  aoaitional  assistance  in  this  matter.   I 
wish  to  thank  HBC  Associates'  principal  John  Hall,  ana  its 
counsel  Kevin  Kerr,  for  their  cooperation  and  commitments, 
along  with  the  staff  of  Boston  Harborpark. 


Very  truly  yours, 


captain  Alan  D.  Circeo, 

President , 

A.C.  Cruise  Line,  Inc. 


BY  HAND 
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The  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Enviormental  Affairs 

Leverett  Saltonstall  Building 

100  Cambridge  St. 

Boston, Ma  02202 


February  2,1987 


RECEIVED 
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Att:   MEPA  Unit 

Re:  Fan  Pier/  Pier  4  D.E.I.R  (EQEA  NO. 4426-4584) 


OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 


Dear  Secretary  Hoyte, 

M.A.P.V.O  is  an  association  of  27  passenger  vessel  owners  and  operators 
from  the  Commonwealth  who  sail  from  our  coastal  harbors,  rivers  and  estuaries. 
The  Fan  Pier/Pier  Four  development  represents  this  state's  largest  transformation 
of  a  waterfront  property  from  maritime  industrial  to  urban  mixed  use.  Our  association 
is  generally  supportive  of  the  overall  scope  of  the  final  E.I.R  and  looks  forward 
to  the  transformation  of  this  section  of  Boston  to  a  more  attractive  and  active 
public  area.  Please  accept  our  following  comments. 

Water  Transportation 

M.A.P.V.O  has  been  meeting  with  the  proponents,  other  development  teams  on  the 
Boston  waterfront  and  state  and  local  officials  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  water 
transportation  to  and  from  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  Four  Development  site.  Through  these 
meetings,  it  has  become  apparent  that  water  transportation  will  work  at  the  Fan 
Pier,  and  may  perhaps  help  lessen  the  estimated  increase  in  land  based  transportation 
impacts.  We  look  forward  to  future  meetings  with  all  the  interested  parties  and 
the  opportunity  to  further  develop  the  most  appropriate  system  of  water  transportation 
for  this  site. 

Water  Dependent  Uses 

Although  M.A.P.V.O  is  generally  supportive  of  the  proposed  development  of  the 
Fan  Pier/Pier  Four  site,  we  are  specifically  concerned  that  the  current  proposal 
allows  for  so  little  commercial  water  dependent  activity.  Accordingly,  we  would 
request  that  all  of  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  Four  bulkheads  be  designed  to  accomadate  a 
wide  range  of  water  dependent  activities. 

A.C  Cruises  Inc. 


For  more  than  a  decade,  Al  Circeo  and  family  have  operated  A.C  Cruises  from  the 
proposed  development  site.  A.C  Cruises,  located  at  the  mouth  of  the  Fort  Point 


Channel  and  Northern  Avenue  Bridge,  represents  the  only  current  water  dependent 
use  of  the  development  site.  M.A.P.V.O  is  very  concerned  that  A.C  Cruises' 
operation  not  be  jeopardized  during  and  following  construction.  We  would  like 
to  see  that  Captain  Circeo  and  his  family  receive  a  long  term  committment  from 
the  proponents  prior  to  construction. 

M.A.P.V.O  would  like  to  commend  the  proponents  on  the  quality  of  the  F.E.I.R 
and  the  committment  they  have  made  to  the  region  in  providing  the  information 
which  will  be  essential  in  reviewing  the  further  development  of  the  South  Bsston 
waterfront. 


Frederick  L.  Nolan  III,  President 


FLN: jmw 


Boston  Wharf  Co. 

Realtors  Since  1836 

INDUSTRIAL    REAL   ESTATE 

4266034  259    SUMMER    STREET 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02210 

February   2,    1987 
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The  Honorable  James  S.  Hoyte  *  i-  V-c  C.  k  \  ^   L, 
Secretary,  Executive  Office 

of  Environmental  Affairs  pc~  Q '".  1^37 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

100  Cambridge  Street,  20th  Floor  q— ,^^  ^_ -.^j_  ^^,^_.j^,,, 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02202  rt-'n-^\^^.  ---/.. ^■-•■•' - 

Re:   Fan  Pier  -  Pier  4 

Final  Environmental  Imoact  Report  (FEIR) 
EOEA  #4426-4584 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (FEIR) 
and  comment  as  follows: 

1.  In  general,  we  support  the  Project  and  applaud  the  efforts 
of  the  developers  and  the  various  civic  and  governmental  bodies  and 
agencies  for  their  thorough  review  of  and  revisions  with  resoect  to 
the  Project.   We  feel  that  the  conceptual  changes  in  design  and 
other  considerations  given  as  a  result  of  the  review  process  will 
enhance  the  value  of  the  Project  and,  at  the  same  time,  make  it 
more  sensitive  to  the  South  Boston  community  as  a  whole. 

2.  As  noted  in  our  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  (DEIR) ,  our  overriding  concern  centers  on  transportation  to 
and  traffic  in  the  immediate  area  as  well  as  in  the  South  Boston 
residential  community  and  the  adequacy  of  the  infrastructures.   In 
considering  our  comments,  it  should  be  noted  that,  unlike  others 
who  have  commented  on  the  DEIR,  Boston  Wharf  Co.  is  celebrating  its 
150th  birthday  this  year.   For  the  most  part,  it  is  not  a  developer 
engaged  in  an  abstract  planning  exercise.   It  currently  owns  and 
operates  approximately  seventy-five  (75)  buildings  in'  the  immediate 
area  containing  approximately  3,000,000  square  feet  of  rentable 
space,  most  of  which  is  fully  occupied.   Accordingly,  we  have  to 

be  concerned  with  the  effect  of  the  Project  and  other  developments 
in  the  area  on  a  present  and  continuing  basis.   In  that  context, 
we  append  hereto  as  an  Exhibit  our  comments  to  Mr.  Robert  McDcnouch , 
Chief  Engineer,  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  v;orks ,  made  m 
response  to  the  proposed  Northern  Avenue  Bridge  -  New  Northern 
Avenue.   Although  these  comments  relate  to  other  than  the  Pro]ect, 
they  are  similarly  valid  as  comments  on  the  Project  insofar  as  they 
relate  to  traffic  in  the  general  area  affected  by  the  Project.   C-.r 
many  years  of  experience  in  dealing  with  this  problem  lead  us  to 
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the  important  conclusion  that  the  Seaport  Access  Road  construction 
must  be  given  high  priority.   Its  completion  should  precede  the 
completion  of  the  Project.   If  this  is  not  accomplished,  the  South 
Boston  residential  community  streets  and  the  streets  serving  our 
properties  will  prove  to  be  grossly  inadequate  to  handle  increased 
traffic.   Published  comments  to  the  DEIR  make  reference  to  the 
Seaport  Access  Road,  but  fail  to  establish  a  credible  timetable 
for  its  completion. 

3.  With  respect  to  the  infrastructure,  comments  contained  in 
the  DEIR  relating  to  sanitary  systems,  water  supply,  electricity, 
gas  and  telecommunications  appear  to  describe  existing  conditions 
and  discuss  studies  of  long-term  area-wide  infrastructure  require- 
ments.  Since  we  are  presently  making  use  of  these  services,  any 
increased  use  by  the  development  will  have  an  immediate  effect  on 
our  property  users.   In  summary,  we  feel  that  the  entire  infra- 
structure requirements  should  be  more  precisely  evaluated  and 
definite  timetables  established  for  any  required  improvements. 

4.  Transportation  to  and  from  the  Project  2irea  has  received 
public  attention  in  recent  months  as  a  result  of  an  UMTA  grant  to 
the  Commonwealth  or  City  of  Boston  for  the  purpose  of  studying 
the  feasibility  of  the  construction  of  a  "people  mover"  from  the 
general  area  of  South  Station  to  the  World  Trade  Center.   Although 
the  concept  has  immediate  appeal,  we  should  give  careful  thought 
to  this  transportation  solution.   It  would  be  unfortunate  to  be 
building  a  "hi-tech  el"  in  South  Boston  at  the  same  time  as  we  are 
celebrating  the  removal  of  similar  structures  in  the  Charlestown 
and  the  South  End  areas  of  Boston. 

Sipcerely  yours, 

John  K.  Dineen 
Vice  President 

Copy  to : 


Mr.  Timothy  J.  R.  Harding 

Mr.  Robert  N.  Kenney 

Mr.  Bernard  Strassner 

Mr.  Bruce  Johnson 


Boston  Wharf  Co. 

BcaltO"*  SiNCt  1836 

COMMZRClAl.  HEAL  ESTATE 
***  *°'*  Boston,  Massachusetts  022io  ""  summer  stbcct 


January  22,  1985 


Mr.  Robert  McDonagti 

Chief  Engineer 

Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  WorKs 

10  Parte  Plaza 

Boston,  MA  02116 

RE:  Northern  Avenue  Bridge  -  New  Northern  Avenue 

Dear  Mr.  McDonagh: 

Recently,  we  received  a  copy  of  a  letter  addressed  to  you  and  signed  by 
Mr.  Joseph  Casazza,  Commissioner,  Puolic  Works  Department;  Ms.  Lisa  G. 
Chapniclc,  Commissioner,  Traffic  i   Parking  Department;  and  Mr.  Stephen  Coyle, 
Director,  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  dated  December  14,  1984,  outlining  tne 
recotmendations  of  the  City  of  Boston  with  regard  to  the  New  Northern  Avenue 
Bridge  and  New  Northern  Avenue.  In  general  ,  we  endorse  the  Schematic  Traffic 
Circulation  Plan  Scheme  A  as  prepared  by  Vanasse/Hangen  Associates,  Inc.,  Fig. 
1,  Job  No.  0845,  dated  June  15,  1984. 

However,  while  we  fully  support  construction  of  the  proposed  Bridge  and  New 
Northern  Avenue  and  the  City's  efforts  to  provide  a  planning  frameworic  within 
which  development  in  the  Fort  Point  Channel  area  can  occur  in  a  way  beneficial 
to  all,  we  cannot  agree  with  several  specific  recommendations  contained  in  tne 
letter. 

The  following  enumerates  our  comments  to  the  recomnendations  contained  in  the 
above  referenced  letter. 

SECTION  I:  NORTHERN  AVENUE  BRIDGE  -  full  support. 

SECTION  II:  NEW  NORTHERN  AVENUE  ROADWAY. 

1.  Design  -  full  support. 
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2.  Dimensions  -  full  support. 

3.  Intersecting  Streets  - 

a.   Wa  support  the  identification  of  two  one-way  paired  streets, 

Sleeper/Pittsburgh  and  Seaport  Access  Roadway,  in  principal 'but  with 
following  provisions: 

1.  Pittsburgh  Street,  now  a  privateway,  be  dedicated  as  a  public 
street  to  be  maintained  by  the  City  of  Boston. 

2.  The  Pittsburgh  Street  -  New  Northern  Avenue  intersection  not  be 
opened  to  traffic  until  tne  otner  proposed  one  way  street  pair 
(the  north  and  soutn  bound  lanes  Seaport  Access  System  linking 
New  Northern  Avenue  with  Congress  Street)  is  built  and  fully 
operational . 

3.  The  Pittsburgh  Street  section  include  two  traffic  lanes  with 
traffic  flowing  one  way  from  Congress  Street  to  New  Northern 
Avenue,  two  parking  lanes,  one  each  side  of  the  street  and 
sidewalks  each  side  of  the  street. 

4.  The  costs  associated  with  the  reconstruction  of  Pittsburgh  Street 
and  Pittsburgn  Street  sidewalks  and  landscaping  be  born  by  the 
City  of  Boston. 

5.  The  Pittsburgh  Street  Sidewalk  paving,  trees,  tree  planters, 
street  furniture,  and  street  lignting  be  provided  as  may  be 
reasonably  recommended  by  the  Boston  Wharf  Company  to  ensure 
compatibility  with  the  Boston  Wharf  plans  for  improving  the 
existing  streetscape  in  the   area  and  maintained  by  the  City  of 
Boston. 

6.  Truck  traffic  be  excluded  on  Pittsburgh  Street  except  for  those 
trucks  servicing  buildings  in  the  immediate  area. 

b.   We  cannot  agree  with  the  recommendation  that  Farnsworth  Street  be 
extended  to  intersect  New  Northern  Avenue. 

1.   The  introduction  of  thru  traffic  to  Farnsworth  Street  will  do 
nothing  to  enhance  the  operation  of  the  proposed  street  system 
(New  Northern  Avenue  and  the  Sleeper  Street/Pittsburgh  Street 
Seaport  Access  Roadway  one  way  pairs),  but  will  cause  excessive 
traffic  congestion  on  Farnsworth  Street  and  may  inhibit  traffic 
flow  on  New  Northern  Avenue  with  the  additional  traffic  lanes 
entering  at  a  point  midway  between  traffic  lights. 
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2.  Farnsworth  Street  is  ten  feet  narrower  than  Pittsburgh  Street  and 
it  is  difficult  to  provide  a  proper  street  section  with  the 
sufficient  capacity  to  accommodate  the  anticipated  traffic  volume 
when  allowances  are  made  for  sidewalks  of  adequate  width  for  safe 
pedestrian  circulation. 

3.  The  Boston  Wharf  Company  is  planning  to  build  and  has  approval 
from  tne  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  of  the  Schematic  Design 
for  a  parking  garage  fronting  on  Farnsworth  Street  with 
approximately  360  parking  spaces  to  serve  the  area.  Vehicles 
entering  and  leaving  tne  garage,  particularly  in  times  of  peak 
usage,  will  exaceroate  the  congestion  on  Farnsworth  Street  if 
open  to  tnru  traffic.  Congestion  is  not  expected  to  be  a  problem 
if  Farnsworth  Street  remains  a  local  service  street. 

4.  Over  time,  tne  area  owned  by  the  Boston  Wharf  Company,  north  of 
Congress  Street,  will  be  redeveloped  as  a  vital  city  neighbornood 
with  places  for  people  to  live,  work  and  play.  Therefore,  it  is 
essential  that  traffic  circulation  through  the  area  be  provided 
for  in  such  a  way  that  all  buildings  are  accessible  to  both 
service  and  pleasure  vehicles,  but  also  in  such  a  way  that 
traffic  congestion  is  eliminated.  To  that  end,  our  analysis  of 
traffic  patterns  in  the  area  indicates  that  because  of  proximity 
in  the  property  and  existing  street  widths,  Pittsburgh  Street  is 
best  as  a  tnru  street  and  Farnsworth  and  Stil lings  Streets  are 
best  as  local  service  streets  with  connections  to  Pittsburgh 
Street. 

c.   Because  all  of  the  tenanted  buildings  on  the  east  side  of  Stillings 
Street  have  loading  facilities  serviced  from  the  area  between  the  east 
side  of  th^  buildings  and  the  southbound  lanes  of  the  Seaport  Access 
Roadway,  we  object  to  the  recommendation  that  the  southbound  lanes  be 
moved  to  the  west  closer  to  the  rear  of  the  Stillings  Street  buildings. 

1.  Stillings  Street  is  too  narrow  to  permit  the  size  of  the  trucks 
serving  these  buildings  to  serve  them  from  Stillings  Street  (the 
west  side). 

2.  Most  of  the- freight  elevators -and  loading  bays  are  on  the  Seaport 
Access  Roadway  side  of  the  buildings. 

3.  In  order  that  loading  access  of  sufficient  dimension  to  permit 
the  maneuvering  and  parking  of  trucks  continues  to  be  provided 
for  5-49  Stillings  Street,  374  and  353  Congress  Street,  and  347 
Sunaner  Street,  it  is  essential  that  the  present  alignment  of  the 
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southbound  lanes  of  the  Seaport  Access  Roadway  be  built  as  is 
shown  on  the  above  referenced  drawing  by  Vanasse/Hangen  and 
Figure  1  attached,  60  feet  from  the  rear  of  the  Stillings  Street 
buildings  to  the  curb  of  the  roadway  and  extending  to  the  rear  of 
319  A  Street. 


Easement  Area 


We  do  not  agree  with  the  recommendation  that  the  Pittsburgh  and 
Farnswortn  Street  buildings  at  the  south  side  of  Hew  Nortnern  Avenue 
be  extended  to  tne  edge  of  New  Northern  Avenue. 

1.  The  distance  between  the  northern  end  of  the  Boston  Wharf  Company 
Property  and  the  proposed  rignt-of-way  for  New  Northern  Avenue  is 
too  narrow  for  it  to  be  practical  for  the  owners  of  the  property 
(Caoot,  Cabot  4  Forbes)  to  build  in  this  area  in  compliance  with 
zoning  requirements  regarding  set-backs  and  respecting  the  fifty 
foot  wide  easement  owned  by  the  Boston  Wharf  Company  running  from 
the  alley  between  Sleeper  and  Farnsworth  Streets  to  Pittsburgh 
Street  approximately  parallel  to  New  Northern  Avenue.   (It  should 
be  noted  that  this  easement  gives  the  Boston  Wharf  Company  only 
the  right  to  pass  and  re-pass  across  the  Cabot,  Cabot  &  Forbes 
property.  The  Easement  does  not  give  Boston  Wharf  the  right  to 
build  on  i t. ) 

2.  If,  however,  the  City  is  suggesting  by  this  recommendation  that 
the  Boston  Wharf  Company  extend  their  buildings,  in  essence 
Boston  Wharf  is  being  asked  to  plan  long  term  for  the 
construction  of  new  buildings  on  land  that  they  do  not  own  nor 
wish  to  acquire  and  wnich  cannot  be  conveyed  to  them  by  the  City 
or  the  State  should  it  be  taken  by  eminent  domain  for  New 
Horthern  Avenue. 

3.  Construction  of  buildings  adjacent  to  or  as  extensions  of  these 
existing  buildings  will  be  costly  due  to  the  nature  of  the 
existing  soil  conditions,  the  necessity  to  underpin  the  adjacent 
existing  buildings  and  the  need  to  relocate  an  existing  boiler 
plant  located  adjacent  to  one  of  the  buildings. 

The  three  existing  buildings  in  question  are  or"  will  be  planned 
to  be  renovated  and  occupied  prior  to  the  completion  of  New 
Northern  Avenue  and  cannot  be  altered  once  leased.  To  keep  tnese 
buildings  empty  pending  the  availability  extra  land  created  by 
the  construction  of  New  Northern  Avenue  (assuming  that  it  is 
remotely  possible  to  extend  these  buildings)  will  cause  the 
Boston  Wharf  Company  to  endure  unnecessary  financial  hardsmp. 
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The  buildings  all  have  windows  facing  New  Northern  Avenue  and 
tenants  within  the  occupied  buildings  will  be  deprived  of  the 
natural  light  and  ventilation  that  they  now  enjoy.  The  most 
substantial  of  the  buildings  with  windows  or  the  potential  for 
windows  on  all  four  sides  is  intended  to  be  renovated  as  a 
residential  building  and  has  existing  dimensions  that  permit  most 
of  the  units  to  be  layed  out  without  having  to  front  on  the 
twenty  five  foot  alley  at  the  rear  of  the  building  and  rely  on 
this  frontage  for  natural  light  and  ventilation.  To  extend  this 
building  would  alter  this  situation  so  that  large  areas  of 
virtually  unmarketable  poor  quality  space  would  be  created  at 
great  cost  making  an  already  marginal  project  unfeasible. 

4.   Finally,  the  buildings  along  the  north  end  of  the  Boston  Wharf 
Company  property  between  Sleeper  Street  and  the  southbound  lanes 
of  the  Seaport  Access  Roadway  (some  owned  by  Boston  Wharf  and 
some  not)  already  form  a  built  edge  to  the  south  side  of  New 
Northern  Avenue.  In  one  location,  however,  tne  corner  of  New 
Northern  Avenue  and  the  southbound  lanes  of  the  Seaport  Access 
Roadway,  where  a  building  could  be  built  to  complete  the  edge, 
Boston  Wharf  will  support  efforts  to  build  a  building  of 
appropriate  scale  and  character. 

Since  a  built  edge  exists  along  the  south  side  of  New  Northern 
Avenue,  and  since  tne  Pittsburgh  and  Farnsworth  Street  buildings 
comprise  less  than  half  of  the  frontage  of  New  northern  Avenue, 
extending  these  buildings  will  disrupt  the  edge  rather  than 
create  one. 

b.  We  do  not  agree  with  the  recommendation  that  parking  and  circulation 
(which  we  assume  to  mean  vehicular  circulation)  be  excluded  from  the 
easement  area. 

1.  As  indicated  in  paragraph  3b  above  it  is  essential  that  vehicular 
circulation  be  maintained  so  as  to  avoid  dead  ending  Farnsworth 
Street  and  to  let  it  function  as  a  service  street. 

2.  In  view  of  the  magnitude  of  development  contemplated  for  the 
whole  area,  the  numbers  of  people  needing  to  park  cars  on  a  short 
tenn  basis  and  the  fact  tnat  projects  in  general  can  succeed  or 
fail  on  the  availability  of  adequate  parking,  it  is  very  much  in 
the  City's  best  interest  that  tne  creation  of  parking  spaces 
adjacent  to  new  development  be  accomplished  so  that 
revitilization  efforts  in  this  area  may  be  successful. 
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3.       Finally,   a  properly  designed  street  with  limited  parking  in  this 
area  need  not  cause  a  negative  visual   impact.     Rather,  with 
appropriate  landscaping,   lighting  and  paving  the  street  can 
enhance  the  visual   quality  of  the  area  and  reinforce  the  existing 
built  edge.     See  Figure  2. 

5.      Old  fJorthern   Avenue  -  Full    Support 

We  are  encouraged  that  the  Mew  Northern  Avenue  and  Bridge  Project  has  reached 
the  final   design  phases  and  lootc  forward  to  its  completion. 

If  we  can  be  of  any  assistance  in  helping  to  complete  the  project,   please  let 
us  know. 

Yours  Sincerely, 
Daniel   Rose 


Timothy  J.   R.   Harding 


BI\J/pac 


cc: 

Mr. 
Ms. 
Mr. 
Mr. 

82115. 
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01673. 
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Joseph  Casazza  -  Conmissioner,  Puolic  Works  Department 
Lisa  G.  Chapnick  -  Commissioner,  Traffic  and  Parking  Department 
Stephen  Coyle  -  Director,  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
Matthew  Coogan  -  Under  Secretary  of  Transportation 
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FILE  NOTE  •   26  April  1984 

Northern  Avenue 

At  a  meeting  with  Matt  Coogan  on  Tuesday  April  17,  1984,  to  discuss 
the  alignment  of  the  New  Northern  Avenue  Bridge,  Boston  Wharf  Co. 
were  prepared  to  agree: 

1.  The  alignment  which  had  a  sidewalk  beginning  approximately  65' 
from  BWC's  property  line,  thence  a  line  of  parking  and  2  lanes 
of  traffic  each  direction  separated  by  a  median  strip. 

2.  MC  would  procure  that  BWC  would  acquire  from  CC  i  F  the  50' 
easement  at  a  nominal  sum  and  the  15'  strip  at  an  appraised 
value  equal  to  that  for  the  taking  for  the  road. 

3.  BWC  would  permit  Pittsburgh  Street  to  become  a  public  street 
for  local  traffic  running  from  Congress  Street  to  the  new 
Northern  Avenue  as  a  one-way  street,  provided  that: 

a)  the  street  would  not  open  until  the  link  road  behind 
Stillings  Street  was  built  and  open  at  least  as  far  as 
its  connection  with  Congress  Street; 

b)  no  trucks  except  for  those  servicing  buildings  in  tha 

immediate  vicinity; 

c)  BWC  would  not  be  responsible  for  payment  and  conversion 
of  Pittsburgh  Street  or  its  upkeep. 

MC  is  currently  sounding  out  other  parties  involved. 

Present:   Matt  Coogan 
YuSing  Jung 
Bruce  Johnston 
Tim  Harding 
Bob  Kenney 


For  purposes  of  clarification,  Pittsburgh  Street  shall  be  converted 
to  accommodate  two  moving. lanes  of  traffic,  parking  bays , on  each 
side,  together  with  appropriate  planters,  trees,  strfeet  furniture 
and  lighting  in  a  manner  sympathetic  to  the  area— none  of  which  to 
be  at  BWC's  expense. 
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February  2,  1987 


Mr.  James  Hoyte,  Secretary 
Comnonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

I  an  writing  to  you  to  endorse  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  proposals 
set  forth  in  the  recently  filed  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report. 
These  projects  will  transform  mostly  vacant,  publicly  inaccessible 
and  deteriorated  land  into  a  vital  urban  area  through  the  private 
investment  of  $1  billion. 

These  proposals  include  significant  public  amenities  such  as 
almost  a  mile  and  a  half  of  harborvreillc  and  canal  promenade;  a 
waterfront  park;  a  marina,  a  canal  and  a  waterfront  plaza.  Sixty 
percent  of  the  total  land  area  of  the  two  developments  will  be 
publicly  accessible  open  space. 

The  economic  benefits  of  3400  construction  Jobs  and  10,000 

permanent  Jobs  are  substantial  to  both  Boston  and  South  Boston.   In 

addition,  the  $3  million  in  linkage  funds  for  Job  training  and 

potentially  $29  million  in  sales,  property  and  hotel  taxes  will 
benefit  both  Boston  aixl  the  State. 

The  availability  of  affordable  on-site  housing,  the  $15  million 
in  housing  linkage  payments  as  well  as  the  $2  million  contribution 
for  special  affordable  housing,  address  the  need  for  affordable 
housing  in  the  City  of  Boston. 


International  Brotherhood  of  Electrical  Workers 

Local  103  of  Greater  Boston 

256  FREEPORT  STBBK  •  DORCHESTER  •  MASSACHUSETTS  02122 
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Mr.  Janes  S.  Hoyte,  Secretary 
The  Commonwealth  of  riassachusetts 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA   02202 
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Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

Local  103  strongly  supports  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4 
projects.   Through  private  investment  of  over  $1  billion,  these 
projects  together  are  expected  to  generate  approximately  510,000 
man-hours  of  electrical  work  for  members  of  Local  103. 

These  jobs  are  vital  to  the  economic  well-being  of  our 
members  and  the  Commonwealth.   Most  of  the  large  projects 
currently  under  construction  in  Boston  will  be  completed  within 
the  next  two  years.   Without  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  projects, 
hundreds  of  our  members  will  find  themselves  underutilized  or 
unemployed.   VJith  these  projects,  the  opportunity  for  steady 
employment  will  be  assured  to  many  families,  especially  those 
living  in  Boston's  neighborhoods. 


Furthermore,  we  believe  that  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4 
projects  deserve  to  be  approved.   The  developers  have  attended 
over  100  meetings  with  South  Boston  representatives  and  special 
interest  groups.   The  projects  will  produce  tremendous  benefits 
for  Boston,  particularly  the  South  Boston  neighborhood,  including 
S15  million  in  linkage  funds  for  affordable  housing,  $3  million 
for  job  training,  $20  million  annually  in  new  property  taxes,  and 
$5  million  annually  in  new  sales  taxes.   No  projects  in  the 
history  of  Boston  have  offered  greater  public  benefits. 

We  urge  you  to  certify  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  Final  EIR  as 
adequate,  and  to  do  whatever  possible  to  promote  expedient 
approval  of  these  projects  by  other  State  agencies. 


Vejy  truly  yours 


/ 
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John  E.  Taylor 
Business  Manager 
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LAWRENCE  W.  LARNER 

Buiauss  Manager 
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AUSTIN  L.  CANNON 

Secretary-  Treasurer 
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January  26,  1987 


Mr.  James  Hoyte,  Secretary 

The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cmbridge  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts   02202 

Re.  Approval  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  Projects 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

I  am  writing  in  order  to  express  the  support  of  thousands 
of  building  tradesmen  and  women  in  Massachusetts  for  the 
Fan  Pier/Pier  4  project. 

I'm  sure  many  others  in  the  labor  movement  have  pointed 
out  the  obvious  rewards  this  project  will  bring  to  our  members 
in  the  form  of  decent  wages  and  fringe  benefits,  not  to  mention 
the  piece  of  mind  of  future  employment.   These  dividends, 
plus  millions  of  dollars  in  tax  revenue  for  the  city,  and  the 
accopaning  millions  in  linkage  funds  should  be  incentive 
enough  to  see  this  project  completed . 

Along  with  all  of  these::  positive  attributes  this  project 
has  one  overall  endearing  feature  -  Puplic  access  to  a  portion 
of  Boston's  greatest  natural  resource,  the  harbor! 
The  private  funding  of  this  project  will  do  nothing  but  enhance 
the  beauty  and  upgrade  the  environmental  quality  of  this  unused 
section  of  the  inner  harbor. 

1  urge  you  not  to  let  these  acres  lie  fallow,  but  to  work 
with  us  in  setting  the  jewel  in  the  crown  of  Boston's  renascence. 


Very  truly  yourSj^ 


Very  truly  yours ,, 

Lawrence  W.  Larner 
Business  Manger 
Local  1421 
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February  2,  1987 


Hon.  James  Hoyte,  Secretary 
Executive  Office  of 

Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA   02114 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 
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As  the  Board  of  the  South  Boston  Artists'  Group,  based  at 
516  East  Second  Street,  we  are  grateful  for  this  opportunity 
to  express  our  views  of  the  proposed  developments  at  Fan  Pier 
and  Pier  Four.   Though  not  immediate  abutters  to  the  Piers, 
we  are  situated  within  the  Harborpark  Interim  Planning  Over- 
lay District,  our  studios  overlook  the  proposed  development 
site,  and  we  share  the  concerns  of  our  fellow  South  Boston 
residents  regarding  density,  traffic,  and  accomodation  of 
the  needs  of  low-income  and  elderly  citizens  in  the  final 
planning  stages  of  this  important  project. 

Our  studios  were  developed  in  the  old  distillery  building, 
which  was  built  in  the  1840 's  on  the  site  of  Boston's  Colo- 
nial Period  Rum  Distillery.   We  are  committed  to  preserving 
the  historic  character  of  this  structure  and  to  maintaining 
the  building's  current  use  as  artists'  studios  —  a  use  that 
imposes  minimal  structural  alterations  upon  the  integrity  of 
this  South  Boston  landmark.   With  the  help  of  a  sympathetic 
landlord,  and  the  City's  Inspectional  Services  and  Arts  agen- 
cies, we  preserved  our  studios  from  conversion  to  a  higher 
use  in  August  of  last  year. 

Among  our  goals  as  an  organization  is  that  of  securing  for 
South  Boston  its  rightful  share  in  the  cultural  rebirth  that 
the  entire  City  enjoys  today.   The  City's  new  committment  to 
the  arts  —  exemplified  by  the  City's  assistance  to  our  Group, 
the  BRA'S  negotiation  of  five  year  lease  extensions  for  FPAC 
members,  and  the  Mayor's  creation  of  the  City's  first  Arts 
agency  —  has  emboldened  us  to  become  participants  in  the 
policy-making  that  affects  us,  our  neighborhood,  and  our  cre- 
ative livelihoods.   On  the  whole,  we  believe  that  inclusion 
of  cultural  uses  in  the  proposed  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  Four  deve- 
lopments will  be  to  the  advantage  of  our  neighborhood. 


All  of  Boston  can  gain  from  the  relocation  of  the  Institute 
of  Contemporary  Art  at  Fan  Pier.   As  the  oldest  contemporary 
art  institution  of  its  kind  in  North  America,  at  51  years-of- 
age  the  ICA  deserves  a  permanent  home.   In  addition  to  the 
general  public  benefits  the  ICA  provides,  the  local  arts 
community  will  benefit  directly  from  the  accomoanying  em- 
ployment and  exhibition  opportunities  this  project  will  pro- 
duce . 

Further,  we  believe  that  the  proposed  inclusion  of  permanent 
artists'  live/work  studios  at  Fan  Pier  would  be  a  favorable 
development  for  our  neighborhood  and  for  the  community-at- 
large.   Studies  show  that  artists  produce  jobs  in  related 
uses  at  a  rate  of  two  to  one,  and  that  cultural  activities 
return  dollars  to  the  City  at  a  rate  three  times  that  of 
sports  activities.  (See  attached  Globe  article.)   With 
Friends  of  Boston  Art  estimating  that  46%  of  the  City's 
7,000  visual  artists  are  currently  facing  displacement,  we 
believe  that  all  new  live/work  studio  units  created  in  the 
Fan  Pier  and  Pier  Four  developments  must  be  open  to  artists 
from  every  one  of  Boston's  neighborhoods,  without  preference 
or  prejudice  to  any  single  organization  of  artists,  whatever 
its  current  location  or  sphere  of  influence. 

As  a  matter  of  general  public  policy,  we  encourage  the  City 
to  continue  to  utilize  all  appropriate  resources  for  the 
purpose  of  strengthening  and  stabilizing  existing  artists' 
studio  developments  throughout  the  City,  in  addition  to  their 
efforts  to  promote  creation  of  new  live/work  studio  space. 

Again,  our  thanks  for  this  opportunity  to  share  our  concerns. 
Sincerely, 


>eorg^  Killeen 


'  -^j4/v^  \^cm<3T;^?^-^- 


^^ 


Mary  Kaye 

Associate  Professor, 

Art  Institute  of  Boston, 

Artist 


Donovan 

ist 


cc:  Stephen  Coyle,  Director,  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 


Thomas  C.  McMahon 
Director 
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Steve  Davis,   Director     '  RE:    Fan  Pier/Pier   4  Final   EIR 

MEPA  Unit  (EOEA  No.    4425/4584) 

EOEA 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Mr.  Davis: 

The  Division  of  Water  Pollution  Control  has  reviewed  the  referenced 
FEIR  with  regard  to  water  quality  impacts  and  wastewater /storm  drain 
infrastructure  issues.  The  report  was  also  reviewed  to  determine  whether 
the  proponent  adequately  responded  to  the  comments  submitted  to  MEPA  re- 
garding our  review  of  the  DEIR  (see  pages  6  and  7  (attached)  of  the  January 
23,  1985,  Memorandum  from  Gary  Clayton). 

In  summary,  the  Division  is  not  able  to  determine  whether  or  not  the 
project,  as  described  in  the  Darft  and  FEIR,  is  designed  so  that  there 
would  not  be  any  adverse  water  quality  impacts.  This  is  due  in  large 
measure  to  the  following  reasons:   (1)  the  technical  information  is  not  of 
sufficient  detail;  (2)  it  is  unclear  to  the  Division  whether  the  proponent 
has  been  able  to  consumate  various  mitigation  plans  described  in  the  FEIR; 
and  (3)  whether  certain  infrastructure  work  proposed  to  be  accomplished  by 
other  parties  within  the  project  area  will  in  fact  be  performed. 

The  Division  would  like  to  indicate  that  during  its  review  of  this 
project  it  did  discuss  the  issues  with  staff  from  the  Boston  Water  and 
Sewer  Commission.  The  Commission's  staff  indicated  that  they  had  held 
numerous  discussions  with  the  proponent  and  its  consultants  and  further, 
that  extensive  additional  tenchnical  data  was  submitted  to  the  Commission 
along  with  various  documents  defining  mitigation  committments  which  the  pro- 
ponent has  agreed  to  perform.   It  is  our  understanding  that  as  late  as  Thursday, 
January  29,  the  Commission  was  still  waiting  for  additional  committment  docu- 
ments. 


It  is  the  impression  of  my  staff  that  the  Commission  has  received 
sufficient  additional  technical  information  to  allow  it  to  determine  that 
the  project  will  not  create  any  dry  weather  water  quality  impacts  and  also 
will  not  adversely  impact  the  proper  operation  of  the  Commission's 
wastewater  and  storm  drainage  conveyance  facilities. 


As  indicated  previously,  the  Division  is  currently  unable  to  make  any 
determinations  as  to  whether  the  project  will  adversely  impact  water 
quality  and  respectfully  recommends  that  MEPA  require  the  proponent  to  prepare 
a  Supplemental  EIR  and  futher  that  the  Division  and  all  other  interested 
parties  have  access  to  the  information  which  has  been  submitted  to  the  Boston 
Water  and  Sewer  Commission  and  any  other  individual  reviewers  during  the  public 
comment  period. 


Very  truly  yours 


Thomas  C.  McMahon 
Director 


'^^O 


TCM/SL/Sf 
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cc:  Gary  Clayton,  DWWR 
Dan  O'Brien,  MWRA 
Charlie  Button,  BWSC 


much  too  low.  Public  tranBient  docKing  space  lor  recreational 
boaters  in  Boston  Harbor  is  a  scarce  resource.  Providing  this 
type  of  dockiing  for  the  public  tends  to  invite  public  use  of 


IP" »  —  .J— 


The  proponents  should  provide  detailed  information  on 
proposed  marina  support  facilities  such  as  appropriate  sanitary 
facilities,  including  showers  and  heads,  electrical  service, 
portable  water  service  and  vessel  purep-out  facilities.   The 
extent  of  these  facilities  should  be  adequate  to  accomodate  the 
anticipated  number  of  boat  slips. 

Water  Quality  -  Section  VI.l 

The  proponents  should  provide  more  detailed  information  on 
water  turbidity  and  siltation  control  related  to  dredging, 
filling  and  excavation  activities  during  construction.   More 
detailed  information  is  needed  to  discuss  containment  of  the 
temporary  fill  placed  at  the  new  canal  entrance  on  the  Fort 
Point  Channel  side  to  allow  excavation  and  construction  of  the 
canal  "in  the  dry".   The  proponents  should  document  measures  to 
be  taken  to  properly  contain  this  fill  so  as  not  to  impede 
navigation  or  cause  increased  shoaling  in  the  Fort  Point 
entrance  channel  which  is  located  directly  adjacent  to  the 
fill-plug.  . 

The  proponents  should  provide  the  method  of  analysis  and 
calculations  used  to  arrive  at  their  estimates  of  change  in 
■  ,  tidal  prism  and  flushing  time  for  the  canal  and  marina  basin. 
''-  -  The  proponents  should  provide  an  analysis  of  tidal  current 
'circulation  within  the  canal  and  marina  basin  including  a 
discussion  of  the  effects  of  breaicwater  pilings  on  creating 
current  eddies  during  tidal  excursions  and  how  this  may  effect 
navigation  and  sedimentation  in  the  inlet  throat. 

..■  r-         ■    Sewer  Infrastructure  -  Section  VI.  2-1 

■7';;^;-.  ':  •  Huch  of  the  sanitary  sewer  system  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
■;-.v:^  pro  ject  area  is  currently  being  replaced  through  the  combined 
.V-'^'f;  activities  of  Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Commission  (BWSC)  and 
-J:-;;  Massport,;  aided  by  a  $2  million  economic  benefit  grant  from  the 
;^X- ®i-vi«io^rOf.  Water- PollutionControl  (DWPC)  (Vl.;  2-3)  -t 


"■■..~  The"  total  flow  estimated  to  be  generated  by  the  combined 
developments  in' the  design  year  of  1995  is  0.817  mgd-average 
day,  and  1.501-peak  day  (VI.  2-15).   The  DEIR  indicates  that 
existing  development  north  of  Summer  Street  in  combination  with 
ultimate  development  of  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  projects  will 
not  result  in  any  significant  surcharging  of  sewers  during  peak 
flow  periods  (minor  surcharging  may  occur  in  the  IB-inch  sewer 
in  Northern  Avenue)  (VI.  2-17). 


•  .  •  •  _7- 

If  all  future  development  north  of  Summer  Street  were  to 
occur  in  conjunction  with  the  ultimate  development  of  these  two 
projects,  the  existing  15-inch  sewer  in  Northern  Avenue  west  of 
Viaduct  Street  and  the  18-inch  sewer  in  Northern  Avenue  would 
experience  Bome  surcharging  during  peaK  flow  periods  (VI.  2-18). 

DEQE  concurs  with  the  analysis  of  dry  weather  wastewater 
impacts  contained  in  the  DEIR,  but  suggests  that  an  agreement 
be  negotiated  between  the  project  proponents  and  the  BWSC  which 
would  provide  for  the  reconstruction,  as  necessary,  of  those 
portions  of  the  sewer  system  upstream  from  the  new  Summer 
Street  Pumping  Station  which  may  in  the  future  (up  to  1995) 
require  corrective  work.   Also,  the  developer  should  be 
required  to  reimburse  BWSC  for  biannual  inspection  and  cleaning 
of  these  same  sewers. 

Combined  Sewer  Overflows  -  Section  VI 

The  points  of  current  CSO  discharge  in  this  area  of  Boston, 
Reserve  Channel  and  Fort  Point  Channel  (VI.  2-20)  are  two  of 
the  largest  CSO  discharges  to  Boston  Harbor,  with  peak  wet 
weather  flows  approaching  1  billion  gallons  per  day. 

DWPC  currently  classifies  the  waters  adjacent  to  this 
development  area  as  SC.  lowest  use  classification,  and  even 
this  low  standard  is  periodically  violated  (approximately  20\ 
of  the  time).   Also,  there  are  still  major  questions  within 
DEOE,_  BWSC.  and  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  (MWPJv) 
-  whether  CSO  discharges  to  the  Inner  Harbor  (which  include  this 
.^.\'^--:-_^ 'planning   area)    need  to  be  controlled  and  to  what  extent.   These 

-"  CSO  issues  will  be  addressed  during  the  next  year  or  so  in 
■=-"-...•  compliance  with  a  schedule  of  activities  contained  in  the 
:v":";>.  .  recently  issued  Federal  Court  Order. 

The  CSO  projects  for  this  section  of  the  inner  harbor  are 
■J-/     .  ■  also  very  low  on  DWPC's  implementation  program  due  to  the  low 
cost-benefit  ratio,  extremely  high  capital  cost,  and  the 
interactive  impacts  of  other  construction  projects  such  as  the 
'.:.;.'•,  third  harbor  tunnel  and  central  artery.   A  consultant  will 
■.'--•  .;:  eventually  be  retained  by  the  MWRA  to  reanalyze  all  CSO  issues 
■^:c ..'J-  relating  to  the  Inner  Harbor  (mid  1986).  .- 

;^;;7-y''^'"-'" '-VTh'e  DEIE  states  that  there  are  no  combined  sewers  or  CSO 
r':->-^-".C".::-'diBchargt  points  in  the  project  area  and  that  the  combined. 
^ryil:-^"--'-!  system  components  begin  in  the  downstream  portions  of  the  North 
1,^;^=^  Branch-'of- the- Boston  Main  Interceptor  (VI.  2-7).. .The  DEIR  also 
^r7^~.T  6ts^6S~  that- this  ."system  will  only  overflow  during  wet  weather 
~~~."'.  conditions  when_the  system  flows  exceed  3.5  times  the  Average 
- —  --  .■  Dry"  We'athef  Flow  .-'assuming  the  removal  of  sediments  from  the 
■;-:-;'■  :-:7:.  North  Branch  Interceptor,  planned  for  1986  by  BWSC  (VI.  2-20). 


The  report  also  states  that  the  volume  and/or  increase  in 
rate  of  overflow  at  these  CSO  points,  due  to  these 
developments,  has  not  yet  been  determined  and  that  additional 
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January  29,  1987 

James  Hoyte,  Secretary  Cj- -n:i^-;:.\t"--.-;  ■  ■    >-'•'•  ' 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs  (EOEA)        "  '  '""■"-'  •  -' 
Leverett  Saltonstall  Building,  20th  Floor 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Re:      Fan  Pier  and  Pier  A  Development  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report 
EOEA  No.  4A26/A584 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

The  Fan  Pier  Focus  Team  of  the  Urban  Design  Committee  of  the  Boston  Society  of 
Architects  is  pleased  to  submit  our  comments  on  the  final  draft  environmental 
impact  report.   Our  committee  for  the  past  several  months  have  had 
presentations  by  the  project  proponents.   They  have  been  responsive  to  a 
number  of  our  concerns:   Lower  density,  lower  building  heights  and  issues  of 
shadow  effect  and  massing.   It  should  be  stated  from  the  outset  that  the  BSA 
Fan  Pier  Focus  Team  supports  this  project.   We  believe  this  development  is  a 
natural  extension  to  downtown  Boston.   We  feel  the  scale  and  density  of  the 
project  are  appropriate  for  this  site.   This  project  offers  many  inviting  and 
exiting  public  open  space  amenities.   Along  with  our  support  for  this  project 
we  would  like  to  identify  important  issues  that  we  feel  uncomfortable  with  now 
that  new  information  is  available  in  the  F.E.I.R. 

Our  focus  on  this  project  is  in  terms  of  urban  design  issues.   Individual 
buildings  as  shown  in  its  schematic  design  we  will  comment  on  only  as  they 
relate  to  urban  design  issues.   We  will  comment  on  each  individual  building  in 
the  future  when  the  city's  PDA  process  moves  forward. 

Our  letter  of  January  1986,  identified  a  number  of  concerns  that  still  remain 
with  us.  They  mostly  have  to  do  with  the  open  space  and  the  buildings  of  the 
island  of  the  Fan  Pier. 

1.   Open  Space 

The  oval  open  space  on  the  island  still  looks  like  an  automobile 
turnaround.   This  open  space  as  it  is  called  serves  as  drop-off s,  and 
entrances  to  the  garage  and  hotel  &  truck  docks  for  the  hotel,  with  little 
landscape  treatment  for  this  major  pedestrian  path  from  Northern  Avenue. 
The  ground  floors  of  buildings  that  surround  the  oval  urban  plaza  are 
blank  walls  at  pedestrian  level  because  of  these  loading  docks  and  garage 
entrances.  This  doesn't  make  for  a  pleasant  pedestrian  experience. 
Perhaps,  the  loading  docks  can  be  relocated  to  below  grade  so  active  edges 
such  as  retail  and  restaurants  can  be  added  to  the  ground  floor  of  the 
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hotel.   Although  we  recognize  that  this  space  is  above  a  parking  garage, 
more  trees  and  landscaping  would  soften  it  and  make  it  more  attractive. 

2.  Residential  Towers  of  the  Fan  Pier  (Figure  III-6) 

These  three  residential  towers  are  still  in  doubt  as  shown.  Although  we 
applaud  the  fact  that  they  have  been  scaled  down,  they  still  appear  to  be 
the  "Tower  in  the  Park  Concept".   One's  perception  is  dominated  by  three 
residential  towers  as  figural  objects,  ratner  than  by  spaces  into  which 
these  towers  are  placed.   The  resultant  triangular  space  between  the 
residential  towers  is  lost  because  of  the  insufficient  base  of  the  Venturi 
and  Gehery  buildings.  We  welcome  various  architects  doing  these  three 
buildings  for  the  variety  of  expression  that  it  provides  the  project. 
However,  these  three  are  so  different  that  they  contribute  to  the  "Tower 
in  the  Park  Concept".   All  three  of  these  buildings  should  have  cohesive 
bases  to  reinforce  the  triangular  space  and  street  edges.   Once  respect 
for  the  street  line  is  established,  the  bases  of  these  three  buildings 
need  to  be  designed  to  form  the  lateral  boundaries  or  walls  that  enclose 
and  define  external  space.   Then  the  space  will  become  figural  and  not  the 
individual  buildings  themselves. 

3.  The  Fan  Pier  "Island" 


The  issue  of  raising  the  Island  10  feet  above  elevation  17  which  is  the 
surrounding  elevation  has  several  advantages.   The  developer  has  explained 
that  the  views  from  the  island  would  be  enhanced,  that  this  would 
facilitate  a  separation  of  pedestrian  and  vehicles  along  the  canal  walk 
and  would  enhance  the  arched  bridges  over  the  canal.   The  raising  of  the 
island  has  some  problems  that  need  to  be  addressed. 

a.  The  raised  island  (15) (Figure  III-6)  needs  long  ramps  outside  the 
Island  along  Famsworth  and  Pittsburgh  street.  This  disturbs  the 
pedestrian  edges  along  the  two  office  buildings  and  creates  dark 
spaces  underneath  the  canal  walk.  Special  care  in  the  design  of 
these  ramps  need  to  happen  to  assure  the  attractiveness  and 
accessibility  of  the  island.  It  is  not  at  all  clear  if  all  handicap 
requirements  are  being  met  with  the  scheme  as  shown. 

b.  The  pedestrian  bridge  (16)(Figure  III-6)  that  runs  in  an  North-South 
direction  from  the  island  should  be  re-oriented  to  a  East-West 
direction  and  should  connect  to  Pier  4  from  the  comer  of  the  Marina 
Esplanade  and  North  Canal  Walk.   This  would  be  a  positive  connection 
to  Pier  4's  open  plaza  and  hotel,  office  and  residential  uses  beyond. 
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Below  Grade  Service 


The  focus  team  has  observed  that  the  service  to  the  office  buildings  is 
from  below  grade.   Since  the  island  is  connected  by  an  underground 
automobile  connection,  the  potential  of  below  grade  service  exists.   Tnis 
would  enhance  the  islands'  pedestrian/vehicular  interface.   This  should  be 
explored  because  it  would  also  alleviate  many  of  the  problems  that  we  have 
previously  identified. 

5.  Hyatt  Hotel  Tower 

The  footprint  of  the  Hyatt  Hotel  is  the  largest  piece  of  the  Fan  Pier 
project.   A  public  passageway  from  the  oval  space  through  the  hotel  to  the 
marina  would  be  desirable.   A  clear  and  direct  passage  like  the  Rowes 
Wharf  and  the  walk-to-the-sea  at  Marketplace  Center  would  enliven  the 
interior  public  spaces  of  the  island. 

6.  Pier  4 

The  development  of  Pier  4  has  evolved  in  a  very  positive  way.  We  feel 
very  comfortable  about  it  now.   All  of  Pier  4's  elements,  its  plaza, 
public  passageway  through  the  office  building,  pedestrian  arcades,  and 
linear  pier  residential  portion,  are  combined  in  an  urban  composition  of 
great  interest  and  variety  that  is  consistant  with  traditional  Boston 
waterfront.   However,  we  would  like  to  identify  several  design  issues 
where  Imporvemencs  can  be  made. 

a.  A  park  should  be  created  on  the  triangular-shaped  parcel  between  old 
and  new  Northern  Avenues  in  front  of  the  Pier  4  office  building  with 
the  through  public  passageway.   This  major  public  space  would  be  a 
transition  between  Pier  4  and  the  C.C.  &  F.  Property  and  the  Boston 
Wharf  district.   There  should  be  no  buildings  on  this  site. 

b.  The  East-West  pedestrian  passageway  throught  the  hotel  from  the  plaza 
to  the  residential  block  should  be  articulated  stronger  on  the  facade 
so  that  it  Is  readily  perceived  as  passageway. 

c.  The  main  entrance  roadway  to  Pier  4  has  its  underground  ramps 
iaaedlately  upon  entry.   These  ramps  need  to  be  screened  by 
landscaping  or  a  reconfiguration  of  the  entry  pool. 

d.  The  North-South  axis  in  the  galleria  of  the  office  building  needs  to 
be  articulated  on  the  facade  in  a  way  that  breaks  the  Northern  Avenue 
facade  into  two  pieces.   The  present  facade  as  shown  looks  like  a 
single  building  with  an  entrance  canopy  to  an  office  building  instead 
of  an  inviting  public  passageway. 
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7.  Parcel  6  (Figure  III-6) 

The  proposed  Parcel  E  (Cultural  Center)  is  a  very  important  site,  being 
the  first  building  between  the  Fan  Pier  Project  and  the  financial 
district.   This  building  looks  like  an  office  building  with  no  clue  to  its 
public  purpose.  We  are  uncomfortable  with  the  design  of  the  museum  and 
its  relationship  with  the  channel  and  the  canal.   Visual  linkages  between 
the  building  uses  and  the  pedestrian  water  edges  need  to  be  strenthened. 

8.  The  development  of  the  Cabot,  Cabot  &  Forbes  property  between  old  and  new 
Northern  Avenues  is  critical  to  the  public  perception  of  the  Fan  Pier  and 
Pier  4  development.  We  would  support  and  encourage: 

a.  Because  there  is  such  a  difference  in  height  between  the  Fan  Pier 
Project  and  the  Boston  Wharf  District,  a  transition  of  height  needs 
to  be  established  for  the  Cabot,  Cabot  &  Forbes  property. 

b.  Design  guidelines  need  to  be  prepared  by  the  BRA  dealing  with  Issues 
of  overall  scale,  massing,  open  space  and  especially  the  continuation 
of  all  the  view  corridors  from  the  Boston  Wharf  District. 

9.  Traffic 

One  of  the  most  important  concerns  in  our  judgment  involves  the  issue  of 
traffic.   It  is  now  obvious  to  everyone  that  the  transportation 
improvements  are  beyond  the  developers  control.  We  feel  that  before  all 
phases  of  this  project  can  go  forth  the  transportation  agencies.  Federal, 
State  and  City  must  commit  to  positive  transportation  improvements.   It 
may  be  that  the  Northern  Avenue  Bridge,  Seaport  Access  Road,  Third  Harbor 
Tunnel  and  the  Central  Artery  improvements  will  be  constructed  as  separate 
items  and  with  different  timing.  Only  transportation  commitments  will 
mitigate  the  problems  of  congestion  and  circulation  and  assure  the 
projects  ultimate  strength  and  success. 

10.  Phasing 

It  is  possible  that  through  market  forces  that  this  project  will  be 
constructed  in  phases.  We  strongly  suggest  that  the  undeveloped  sites  be 
landscaped  and  maintained  until  such  a  time  when  new  construction  resumes 
in  each  piece  of  the  project.  This  would  contribute  to  the  attractiveness 
of  the  total  project  as  it  progresses  to  completion. 


Mr.  Hoyte 

29  January  1987 

Page  Five 


The  development  teams  are  to  be  commended  for  embarking  on  this  undertaking. 
The  opportunity  to  build  complexes  of  this  kind  requires  private  and  public 
commitment  to  go  hand  in  hand.   Therin  lies  the  challenge.   If  all  the 
technical,  ecological,  traffic,  as  well  as  Urban  Design  issues  can  be  handled 
properly,  then  this  can  become  an  outstanding  project,  one  worthy  of  its  site 
and  the  aspirations  of  its  city. 

Sincerely, 


^John  P.  Sheehy  AIA 
BSA,  Fan  Pier  Focus  Chair 
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cc:  Larry  Bluestone  (Fan  Pier  CAC) 
Bob  Kroin,  BRA 
Larry  Koff,  BRA 

Richard  Fitzgerald,  Executive  Director 
Peter  Hopkinson,  BSA  President 
David  Dixon,  BSA  Commissioner  of  Design 
Elizabeth  Padjen,  BSA 

Richard  Friedman,  HBC  Associates  (Fan  Pier) 
Ellen  Watts,  Boston  Mariner  Co.  (Pier  4) 
Fan  Pier  Focus  Team  Members:   Willo  von  Moltke 

Mary  Otis  Stevens 
Felicia  Clark 
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Mr,  James  S.  Hoyte,  Secretary 

The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts      C";  ;_f,'?,i2 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  0  220  2 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

RE:   Approval  of  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  Projects 

The  International  Union  of  Operating  Engineers  Local  4  has 
examined  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  Fan  Pier 
and  Pier  4  developments,  and  offers  the  following  comments  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act. 

We  strongly  support  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  projects. 
Through  private  investment  of  over  $1  billion,  these  projects 
together  are  expected  to  generate  approximately  7,000,000 
man-hours  of  construction  work,  or  3,400  person-years  of  employment 
for  members  of  the  various  construction  trades. 

These  jobs  are  vital  to  the  economic  well-being  of  the 
Commonwealth.  Most  of  the  large  projects  currently  under 
construction  in  Boston  will  be  completed  within  the  next  two 
years.  Without  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  projects,  thousands  of 
construction  workers  will  find  themselves  underutilized,  or 
unemployed.  With  these  projects,  the  opportunity  for  steady 
employment  will  be  assured  to  thousands  of  families,  especially 
those  living  in  Boston's  neighborhoods. 

Furthermore,  we  believe  that  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  projects 
deserve  to  be  approved.  The  developers  have  attended  over  100 
meetings  with  South  Boston  representatives  and  special  interest 
groups.  The  projects  will  produce  tremendous  benefits  for  Boston, 
particularly  the  South  Boston  neighborhood,  including  $15  million 
in  linkage  funds  for  affordable  housing,  $3  million  for  ]cb 
training,  $20  million  annually  in  new  property  taxes,  and  S5 
million  annually  in  new  sales  taxes.  No  projects  in  the  history 
of  Boston  have  offered  greater  public  benefits. 


BRANCH  OFPICES    110  Exchange  Sireel    Portlanc    Mame  04iii    Te/eprrone  773-3730 
V.R  Quaranu  Post  397,  376  TurnpiKe  Roao,  Snrev«ourv.  MassachuSiBtts.  01545.  Telepnone  754-9412 


91 


Mr.  James  S.  Hoyte,  Secretary  January  29,  1987 

We  urge  you  to  certify  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  Final  EIR  as 
adequate,  and  to  do  v/hatever  possible  to  promote  expedient 
approval  of  these  projects  by  other  State  agencies. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Charles  DeRosa 
Business  Manager 

med 


Business  Manage' 
WILLIAM  8    KEOGH 

Business  Agent 
MICHAEL  E    BENULLO 

Business  Agent 

Pelnoeration  Division 
ROBERTO   OTOOLE 


Secretary-  Treasurer 
THOMAS  P    KERR 


Presiaeri 

DANIEL  A    MacOONALD 
Vice  Presiaent 

PHILIP  P    McMAHON 
Organizer 

DANA  J    KELLY 
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Mr.   James  S.  Hoyte,  Secretary 
The  Commonwealth  Of  Massachusetts 
Executive  Office  of  Enviromental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02202 


R  E  C  E  I  V  r.  u 

January  29,  ]  987  ^-^  ^'  " 
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Re:   Approval  of  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  Projects. 
Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 
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The  Pipefitters  Local  Union  537,  Boston,  Mass,  rith  a 
membership  of  over  2,000   strongly  support  the  Fan  Pier  and 
Pier  4  Project. 

The  construction  jobs  that  will  be  generated  by  both  of 
these  projects  will  provide  steady  employment  for  members  of 
the  Boston  Building  Trade  and  Pipefitters  Local  Union  537  who 
nave  many  members  and  their  family, that  live  in  South  Boston, 
and  the  Dorchester  area.   They  have  attended  many  of  the  meetings 
that  were  held  by  the  developers  and  and  support  both  of  these  projects 
as  they  willproduce  tremendous  benefits  for  the  South  Boston  neigh- 
borhood, and  the  City  of  Boston. 

We  urge  you  to  certify  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  final  EIR  as 
adequate  and  do  whatever  possible  to  promote  the  approval  of 
these  projects  by  other  state  agencies. 


WBi: :  dm 

Copy  to: Ellen  Watts,  President 

Boston  Mariner  Company  Inc 


Very  Truly  yours, 

William  B.  Keogh    (j 
Business  Manager 
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Mr.  James  S.  Hoyte,  Secretary 
The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  St. 
Boston,  MA   02202 


Re:   Approval  of  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  Projects 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

Painter's  District  Council  #35  would  like  to  offer  the  following 
comments  in  regard  to  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  development  projects. 

We  believe  that  the  developers  of  these  projects  have  a  strong 
commitment  to  ensuring  that  environmental  concerns  are  adequately 
addressed.   As  an  example,  they  have  undertaken  studies  relating 
to  roadway  design,  utilities,  and  rapid  transit.   In  addition,  they 
have  stated  that  in  their  design  of  this  project,  over  60%  of  the 
land  area  will  be  devoted  to  open  public  space. 

Of  prime  concern  to  the  members  of  Painters  District  Council  *35, 
is  the  fact  that  the  Fan  Pier  projects  will  generate  approximately 
7  million  man-hours  of  work  for  the  construction  trades.   Many  of 
our  members  living  in  the  South  Boston  area  have  attended  neighbor- 
hood meetings  to  register  their  support. 

We  believe  that  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  projects  deserve  to  be 
approved,  and  we  respectfully  request  that  you  give  them  favorable 
consideration. 


RECEIVED 


Sincerely, 


■tB 
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y/^ohn  F.  Simmons 
Secretary-Treasurer 
Painters  District  Council 
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Local  Union  No.  4 
International  Union  of  Elevator  Constructors 

I79-OM/  R  EC  El  V  ED  122  Qu.ncy  Shore  Dr.vc 

479  0344  lAU  O  ^  No.  Qu.ncy,  MA  02 1 7 1 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECriT^^^^O''        January  29,1987 
EUVlROr;;.lEWTALAF,^.R:> 

■   '  —  w-  -»  1  ti'  'C^    ■J, 
Mr.  James  S.  Hoyte,  Secretary 

The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  ;-r-    -,'_  ,.^- 

Executive  Office  Of  Environmental  Affairs       '  "''    ^^  '  ''""*■ 

100  Cambridge  Street  ^_^^ ,-,...,, .r..  ... 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02202  0- '•IC..  •'•  ..:.■:.>-,  ."^.■.  < 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

Local  ^  of  the  International  Union  of  Elevator 
Constructors  has  examined  the  contents  of  the  Fan  Pier 
4  Development  proposal  and  offrer  these  comments  for  your 
consideration. 

Clearly  the  employment  of  thousands  of  construction 
tradesmen  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  ecomony  of 
the  area. 

Neighborhood  housing,  job  training  and  taxes  that  will  be 
generated  will  be  of  tremendous  help  to  the  city  of  Boston 
for  many  years  to  come. 

Local  ^    is  strongly  in  favor  of  this  project  and  hope 
you  will  give  it  your  full  consideration  and  approval. 

Thanking  you  in  advance  for  your  support. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Edward  C.  Sullivan 
Business  Manager 
Local  4,  Boston 
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Comments  of  the 
Executive  Office  of  Transportation 

and  Construction         I  ^  L.  L  t  I  \'  ll  U 

on  the  i  btJ  2   te/ 

FETR  for  the  „^^,„  „.  ^ 

CFn:E  GF  THE  ^IZr.IT.'.RY  OF 

Fan  Pier/Pier  4  Development    t'v:"::;,::;.7AL  AFFAIP.S 
EOEA  #4426/4584 

Overview  and  Relationship  to  the  Public  Agency  Approval  Process 

The  Executive  Office  of  Transportation  and  Construction,  with 
this  formal  transmission  makes  two  major  comments  for  the 
consideration  of  Secretary  James  Hoyte  in  his  deliberations: 
1)  We  believe  the  subject  FETR  is  adequate  as  a  disclosure  of 
public  information,  and  is  appropriate  for  this  phase  of  the 
public  approval  process;  and  2)  We  believe  that  the  project  and 
its  program  of  mitigating  measures  must  continue  to  evolve  over 
time  as  the  separate  stages  of  public  input  and  agency  approval 
are  played  out. 

We  find  that  the  FETR  gives  the  public  an  exceptional  base  of 
knowledge  upon  which  to  make  individual  judgements  about  the  two 
subject  projects,  and  about  the  implications  of  development  for 
the  entire  South  Boston  peninsula.  This  is  not  to  argue  that  the 
book  can  be  viewed  as  the  single,  definitive  statement  about  the 
future  of  the  area.  This  it  cannot  reasonably  be  expected  to  do. 
Over  the  coming  months,  the  two  projects  will  be  further  analyzed 
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through  the  medium  of  the  Chapter  91  review  process,  the  City's 
Transportation  Access  Plan,  and  the  public  deliberations 
surrounding  the  granting  of  a  P.D.A.  or  other  appropriate  zoning 
and  design  approval  by  the  BRA.  In  addition,  the  MEPA  process 
itself  not  necessarily  completed  with  the  acceptance  of  the  FETR. 
The  package  of  mitigating  and/or  supporting  measures  proposed  at 
this  time  at  the  Secretary's  discretion  may  itself  be  reviewed 
within  the  MEPA  framework.  Within  this  context  of  continuing 
environmental  process,  we  need  not  evaluate  the  subject  FETR  as 
the  final  statement  on  a  fixed  and  immutable  project  and  program. 
Further  we  must  evaluate  the  report  for  its  adequacy  to  reveal 
environmental  impacts  —  as  now  understood  --  of  the  project  and 
its  mitigation  program  as  now  proposed.  In  this  context  of  a 
continuing,  evolving  process  of  approval  and  project  development, 
we  find  the  FEIR  appropriate  and  acceptable. 


Regional  Transportation  Context 

We  are  aware  of  a  general  concern  for  the  impacts  upon  the 
transportation  infrastructure  stemming  from  the  development  of  a 
center  of  economic  activity  of  this  scale.  We  share  those 
concerns,  and  seek  here  to  put  them  in  a  regional  context  as 
faced  by  our  agency.  The  critical  questions  have  to  do  with  the 
ability  of  the  full  transportation  infrastructure  to  deal  with 
these  flows  at  various  locations  within  the  geographical  area. 
Having  observed  the  larger  question  of  metropolitan  location,  we 


-3- 

will  then  comment  on  the  ability  of  specific  regional  facilities 
to  deal  with  the  regional  flow,  then  we  will  observe  the  impacts 
upon  the  immediately  adjacent  sensitive  area   (in  this  case 
residential  South  Boston) . 

From  the  larger  perspective,  that  of  metropolitan  location,  it 
must  be  reiterated  here  that  for  over  15  years  the  Commonwealth 
has  supported  local  policies  that  call  for  the  reinforcement  of 
traditional  development  patterns  in  the  central  core  of  the 
region's  transportation  system.  It  was  from  here  that  the  region 
developed,  only  to  experience  a  post-war  pattern  of  rapid 
decentralization  and  dispersal  of  economic  activities.  The 
Commonwealth's  policies  throughout  the  1970s  led  to  a  rediscovery 
and  reinforcement  of  central  cities.  This  pattern  of  increased 
economic  activity  at  the  center  of  the  region's  transportation 
network  makes  sense  because  this  is  where  the  transportation 
network  (both  existing  and  proposed)  is  focused.  The  issue  is 
not  whether  intense  economic  development  —  with  its  jobs  and  its 
increased  supply  of  housing  choices  —  should  occur,  but  where  it 
should  occur. 

This  office  is  now  struggling  with  the  transportation 
implications  of  an  explosion  of  development  activity  in  a  band 
lying  generally  between  Route  128  and  Route  495.  Given  the 
established  limitations  of  public  transportation  technology,  it 
may  very  well  be  that  most  of  this  wave  of  growth  will  have  to  be 
served  by  highly  inefficient  reliance  on  low  occupancy  private 
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automobiles  —  with  massive  congestion  throughout  the  network  as 
the  result.  Development  at  or  near  the  traditional  center  of  the 
core  on  the  other  hand,  can  be  serviced  by  the  existing 
multi-billion  dollar  fixed  invesstment  in  radial  public 
transportation  facilities  in  the  Central  Business  District.  (As 
will  be  discussed  later,  this  may  require  additional  connections 
to  be  built  within  the  core.) 

From  the  standpoint  of  metropolitan  location,  therefore,  we  find 
that  the  location  of  this  amount  of  economic  activity  so  close  to 
major  radial  transportation  facilities  is  fundamentally,  or  at 
least  potentially,  a  very  desirable  phenomenon.   Shifting  our 
focus  to  specific  regional  facilities,  we  again  find  a  strong 
positive  logic  in  support  of  major  development  at  this  location. 
Five  years  ago  this  office  was  faced  with  the  dangerous  situation 
in  which  the  Commonwealth  was  about  to  "close-out"  the  Interstate 
Highway  Program  with  a  final  facility  that  gave  virtually  no 
increase   in   accessibility   to   the   developing   Seaport   Area, 
confined  as  it  was  to  an  essentially  non-stop  tunnel  from  South 
Station  to  Logan  Airport.   Further,  no  program  was  in  place  to 
deal  with  lack  of  capacity  to  the  north  along  the  Central  Artery. 
In   place   of   this   unfortunate   future,   the   Commonwealth   has 
designed   a   highway   transportation   system   that   specifically 
addresses  the  need  for  accessibility  to  and  from  all  directions 
for  the  Northern  Avenue  development  area.   The  timing  of  the 
proposed    subject   development,    and    timing   of    the    new 
reconfiguration  of  the  highway  system  coincide  almost  perfectly. 
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This  office  has  pledged  that  this  highway  program  will  proceed 
with   a   continuous   program  of   environmental  monitoring,   and 
up-to-date  calculations  of  environmental  impact.   Towards  this 
end,  Massport  has  prepared  a  series  of  initial  land  use  and 
travel   forecasts  to  be  used  in  later  design  efforts  by  the 
Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Works.   This  process  (called 
the  Cross  Harbor  and  Regional  Transportation,  or  CHART  Project) 
has  not  yet  been  completed  and  no  final  traffic  forecasts  have 
yet  been  produced.   However,  initial  approximations  in  draft  form 
show  that  the  projected  levels  of  regional  development  can  be 
accommodated  by  the  new  highway  network  at  standards  acceptable 
for  urban  areas  —  provided  that  both  the  downtown  and  Logan 
Airport  continue  to  operate  with  strict  programs  of  controlled 
levels  of  parking,  and  served  by  aggressive  public  transportation 
strategies.   Without  these  two  precedent  conditions,  no  highway 
improvements  can  v;ork  —  with  or  without  the  proposed  levels  of 
economic  activity  in  the  Northern  Avenue  development  area. 

Given  these  strongly  held  policies  of  the  Commonwealth,  the  CHART 
Project  (as  developed  in  cooperation  with  the  MDPW  Central  Artery 
Team  and  the  Central  Transportation  Planning  Staff)  has  prepared 
a  "high  transit"  scenario  for  the  area.  These  draft 
calculations  show  that  the  T-90  Seaport  Access  Road  will  be 
operating  in  1995  (the  appropriate  analysis  year  for  the  Fan 
Pier/Pier  4  FEIR)  at  levels  of  service  consistent  with  the  access 
assumptions  of  the  FETR.   This  confirms  the  basic  logic  of  the 
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report   concerning   highway   service   to   the   South,   West,   and 
Northeast. 

Concerning  highway  access  to  the  North  and  Northwest,  our  DETR 
comments  of  last  year  made  it  very  clear  that  without  a  widened 
and  improved  Central  Artery  these  highway  connections  would  be 
considered  inadequate  to  support  the  subject  development.  Recent 
improvements  to  the  Central  Artery  construction  timetable  now 
lead  us  to  believe  that  some  major  increase  to  Central  Artery 
capacity  can  happen  in  the  period  of  1995/6.  This  revised 
timetable  suggests  that  the  unsatisfactory  condition  at  the 
intersections  of  Northern  Avenue  and  Atlantic  may  indeed  occur, 
but  for  finite  amount  of  time:  however,  the  Central  Artery 
program  calls  for  major  improvements  for  these  connections  on  a 
timetable  generally  consistent  with  the  build-out  of  the  subject 
development.  In  short,  lack  of  appropriate  capacity  improvements 
for  travel  to  the  North  and  Northwest  would  not  be  considered 
acceptable  as  a  permanent  condition,  but  could  be  tolerated  as  a 
temporary  part  of  a  program  of  staged  improvements  in  the  area. 

Perhaps  most  importantly,  the  location  decision  should  be 
reviewed  in  terms  of  the  infrastructure  of  locally  adjacent 
areas.  On  several  issues  concerning  this  subject,  the 
Commonwealth  must  defer  to  the  comments  of  the  City  and  its 
Transportation  Department.  Tn  our  comments  to  the  Draft  ETR,  we 
stated  our  very  strong  concern  that  decisions  about  the 
management  of  "L"  Street  not  be  made  for  the  benefit  of  ar. 
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adjacent  commercial  development.  We  are  encouraged  that  these 
references  to  alteration  of  "L"  Street  have  been  deleted  from  the 
FETR.  However,  the  substantial  issue  of  regional  traffic  the  "L" 
Street  corridor  remains.  In  meetings  with  South  Boston  leaders, 
this  office  has  pledged  its  full  cooperation  in  the  development 
of  neighborhood-based  traffic  management  strategy.  We  reiterate 
this  commitment  as  part  of  our  MEPA  comments. 

Finally,  the  project  can  be  observed  at  the  micro-scale  of  site 
planning.   Generally  speaking,  the  site  planning  concepts  seem  to 
be  logical  from  the  perspective  of  transportation.   The  "hard 
edge"  of  office  development  seems  well  located  along  Northern 
Avenue,  extending  quite  logically  for  the  pedestrian  from  the 
financial   district   along   an   established   boulevard.    Most 
importantly  from  our  perspective,  we  must  note  that  the  emphasis 
on  housing  and  transient  residential  (hotel)  is  a  very  positive 
phenomenon  for  our  regional  transport  system.   Downtown  residents 
who  commute  "out"  to  further  suburban  job  locations  actually 
utilize  existing  transportation  facility  capacity  that  is  scaled 
for   the   peak   direction   commute.    For  most   of   our   radial 
facilities,  the  reverse-commuter  increases  the  overall  efficiency 
of  the  capital  investment,  at  no  "cost"  to  the  infrastructure. 
And,  of  course,  increased  downtown  housing  allows  more  of  our 
citizens  to  walk  to  work.   This  transportation  advantage  exists 
over  and  above  the  more  obvious  "quality  of  life"  attribute  of 
such  mixed-use  developments,  and  cultural  facilities. 
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From  each  of  these  perspectives  —  regional,  neighborhood,  and 
site  planning  —  we  see  that  major  roadway  investments  must  be 
put  into  place  to  make  the  system  work  —  with  or  without  the 
subject  development.  Much  has  been  said  and  written  about  the 
need  for  these  projects  to  come  on  line  in  a  timely  manner. 
Towards  this  end,  EOTC  worked  with  the  City  and  the  BRA  to 
develop  a  schedule  of  transportation  project  development  which 
addresses  both  auto  and  truck  traffic  which  has  been  presented  to 
the  CAC.   It  is  presented  here  as  Exhibit  I  to  this  letter. 

A  Definition  of  the  Problem 

The  FETR  provides  a  wealth  of  data  which,  in  sum,  allows  the 
reader  to  form  an  overall  position  concerning  the  environmental 
context  of  the  development.  Each  of  these  individual  pieces  of 
data  could  well  be  subject  to  debate  and  challenge.  Indeed,  in 
our  own  comments  to  the  DEIR,  we  noted  that  the  document  did  not 
"prove"  that  its  forecast  mode  split  would  be  attained.  Upon 
further  review  of  a  subject  as  complex  as  that  of  forecasting 
human  behavior  fully  a  decade  in  the  future,  we  have  taken  a 
different  approach.  We  have  reviewed  the  logic  of  the 
transportation  characteristics  as  documented  in  the  FETR  and  have 
come  to  agreement  with  the  project  proponents  that  the  trip 
generation  and  mode  split  assumptions  used  do  indeed  represent 
desirable  transportation  characteristics  in  a  close-in  urban 
context.  The  mode  split  assumptions,  and  the  parking 
availability  assumptions,  do  indeed  mirror  those  of  Boston's 
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traditional  financial  and  retail  core.  The  challenge,  as  EOTC 
defines  it,  is  to  ensure  the  attainment  of  these  transport 
conditions.  ' 

Tt  is  the  conclusion  of  EOTC  that  the  volumes  generated  by  the 
prroject  as  forecast  in  the  FETR  represent  the  appropriate, 
properly  managed  flow  for  a  downtown  development  project.  The 
challenge  to  the  developers  and  the  public  sector  alike  is  to 
establish  programs  and  policies  which  will  serve  to  bring  about 
the  transportation  flows  documented  in  that  book.  Tt  is  further 
the  conclusion  of  EOTC  that  the  critical  variable  which  will  be 
determinant  in  effectuating  this  future  is  amount  and  control  of 
parking. 

The  authors  of  the  EIS  are  to  be  commended  for  their  analysis  of 
the  effect  of  lack  of  parking  within  the  project  site.  What  is 
presented  is  a  reasoned,  credible  argument  that  the  project  will 
contain  —  (and  the  developers  have  no  economic  motivation  to 
expand)  —  a  reasonably  small  amount  of  parking.  This  is 
commendable.  What  is  lacking  from  the  discussion  at  this  point 
is  a  credible  commitment  that  parking  controls  shall  exist  on 
adjacent  and  near  parcels.  This  is,  of  course,  beyond  the 
capacity  of  subject  developers  to  effectuate.  Our  support  of  the 
FEIR,  however,  must  be  contingent  upon  the  development  —  by 
appropriate  parties  —  of  the  administrative  and  institutional 
controls  to  bring  about  the  end-state  documented.   Without  such  a 
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program,  all  of  our  statements  about  the  ability  of  regional 
highway  system  to  operate  become  inaccurate. 

In  short,  EOTC  believes  that  the  key  challenge  concerning  the 
traffic  flow  calculations  of  FEIR  is  not   to  argue  about  their 
derivation,  but  to  seek  the  enforcement  of  their  attainment. 
Towards  this  end,   the  City  and  State  must  together  find  the 
appropriate  institutional  mechanism  to  enforce  parking  supply 
characteristics  consistent  with  the  flows  revealed  in  this  EIS. 
There  are  several  mechanisms  available,  which  range  from  zoning 
controls  to  stronger  policies  enforceable  by  third  parties.   Our 
support  for  this  project  —  and  others  in  the  area  —  is  clearly 
contingent  upon  the  establishment  of  an  appropriate  parking 
control  solution  for  the  area. 

In  short,  parking  limits  are  the  guarantee  that  whatever  happens, 
this  project  and  other  development  in  the  area  cannot  have  a 
severe  negative  impact  upon  required  traffic  capacity  and  access 
to  the  sekport,  airport  and  downtown,  nor  upon  the  adjacent  South 
Boston  community.  They  are  a  precondition  to  high  transit 
utilization,  but  do  not  assure  the  success  of  transit  without  a 
good  service.   The  developer  is  assuming  this  risk. 

We  find  that  the  project,  as  described  and  with  the 
transportation  flows  as  documented,  represents  a  well-behaved, 
environmentally  appropriate  solution.  However,  should  subsequent 
events  prove  that  the  major  assumptions  concerning  background 
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infrastructure  and  mitigation  services  are  wrong,  then  the 
validity  of  MEPA-based  approval  could  be  called  into  question  and 
subject  to  re-evaluation  as  a  major  change  from  the  approval 
conditions.  The  developer  remains  an  active  partner  in  the 
maintenance  of  the  quality  of  the  environment  as  he  documented 
and  forecast  it  would  be.  At  such  time  as  external  forces  may 
threaten  to  cause  the  deterioration  of  the  environment  (failing 
to  provide  adequate  transit  service,  etc)  ,  the  developer  must 
serve  as  an  active  proponent  of  the  environment  he  proposed 
through  the  MEPA  process. 

Resolution  of  the  Transit  Supply  Issue. 

As  many  MEPA  respondents  have  accurately  noted,  the  mode-split 
(percentage  of  total  flow  to  transit)  assumed  for  the  project  was 
based  on  the  experience  of  Boston's  traditional  financial  and 
retail  center.  That,  of  course,  is  a  piece  of  land  served  by 
four  rapid  transit  lines,  two  commuter  rail  systems,  and  a  bus 
network.  From  the  point  of  view  of  the  operation  of  the  regional 
highway  system,  we  have  established  that  the  mode  splits  reported 
in  the  FEIR  must  be  attained.  Attainment  of  these  mode  splits 
will  have  institutional  fiscal  and  physical  implications  for  all 
parties,  and  the  exact  form  of  these  implications  has  not  yet 
been  determined. 
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Institutional  Implications. 

The  appropriate  institutional  mechanisms  have  not  yet  been 
identified  to  ensure  that  the  basic  relationship  between  activity 
level  and  amount  of  parking  supply  described  in  the  FETR  will 
come  about.  As  noted  above,  we  are  concerned  that  the  market 
forces  for  parking  supply  will  have  a  dangerous  impact  upon  the 
light  industrial  activities  generally  adjacent  to  Summer  Street. 
Major  commercial  development  must  not  come  about  at  the  expense 
of  "blue  collar"  industrial  and  transportation  related  jobs. 
Quite  possibly  existing  mechanisms  of  zoning  control  and 
regulation  are  simply  not  strong  enough  to  meet  the  task  at  hand. 
Mechanisms  enforced  by  third-party  actors,  such  as  the  DEQE,  and 
EPA  have  strong  records  in  protecting  communities. 

Fiscal  Implications. 

The  finally  determined  transit  solution  will  not  come  cheap,  and 
all  parties  must  understand  this.  Major  financial  contributions 
may  be  required  by  the  Commonwealth,  the  City,  and  the 
Developers.  The  Commonwealth  must  be  vigilant  in  its 
determination  to  design  its  S2.5  billion  highway  program  in  a 
manner  which  will  help  make  the  public  transportation  solution 
work.  This  means  the  careful  design  of  a  system  of  HOV  lanes  to 
and  from  the  project  area,  connecting  to  the  South  Station 
Transportation   Center,   Logan   Airport,   and   major   radial 
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expressways.   This  will  imply  a  massive  investment  that  will 
require  considerable  support. 

Just  as  the  Commonwealth  must  aggressively  create  HOV 
rights-of-way,  so  must  the  City  commit  to  providing  and  enforcing 
bus  lanes  needed  to  tie  this  Northern  Avenue  development  area 
back  into  the  rest  of  the  network.  Assuming  that  a  major  portion 
of  the  needed  services  will  be  operated  by  the  MBTA,  the  City 
must  be  prepared  to  support  and  fight  for  appropriate  budget 
levels  through  the  MBTA  Advisory  Board  process.  All  of  these  are 
the  kinds  of  commitments  that  must  be  pinned  down  by  the 
publication  of  the  developers  Transportation  Access  Plan  and 
Chapter  91. 

The  City  and  the  Developer  should  recognize  that  some  form  of 
special  assessment  district,  possibly  incorporating  tax  increment 
financing  or  the  concept  of  betterment  district  may  be  necessary 
to  bring  about  the  FEIR  level  of  transit  ridership.  The  FETR 
takes  out  of  context  an  EOTC  "policy"  that  all  transportation 
services  should  be  provided  by  public  agencies.  While  the 
operation  under  public  aegis  is  highly  desirable,  it  is  not 
ruled  out  that  certain  areas  might  be  billed  directly  for  new 
increments  of  service.  EOTC  has  a  close  relationship  with  the 
Medical  Area  Services  Corp. ,  which  operates  a  bus  service  in  its 
area.  The  developer  is  participating  in  the  Northern  Avenue 
Transit   Study   which   UMTA   has   already   hailed   as   a   major 
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opportunity  for  major  private  financial  participation  in  transit 
operations . 

Physical  Implications. 

Attainment  of  the  FEIR  mode  splits  may  very  well  rely  on  the 
creation  of  a  new  transsit  facility  of  some  kind.   The  location  of 
such  a  required  facility  has  not  been  determined.   The  final 
location  of  the  facility  may  very  well  require  some  right-of-way 
donation  from  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  developers.   In  physical  form 
this  could  take  the  form  of  enlarged  at-grade  terminal  support 
facilities  in  the  case  of  a  simple  bus  solution.   In  the  case  of 
a  "people  mover"  or  guideway  transit  solution,  this  could  mean 
easements  through  second  or  third  levels  of  proposed  buildings. 
In  the  case  of  possible  "subway"  solution,   this  could  mean 
reserved   easement   envelopes   in   the   basements   of   proposed 
buildings.    Each  of   these   are  possible  requirements  as  the 
transit  issue  proceeds  towards  resolution  in  further  steps  of  the 
public  approval  process. 

There  may  be  further  physical  implications  caused  by  the  need  to 
resolve  the  transit  problem  reached  by  the  FEIR.  We  note  with 
great  support  that  the  BRA  has  undertaken  a  feasibility  study  of 
possible  re-uses  of  the  existing  Northern  Avenue  Bridge.  with 
the  critical  regional  traffic  moved  to  the  new  Northern  Avenue 
Bridge  being  built  by  the  MDPW,  the  old  bridge  might  be 
reconstructed  to  serve  pedestrians  and  transit  vehicles  of  some 
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sort.  Here  is  an  example  of  how  the  final  solution  of  the 
transit  dilemma  would  change  a  physical  plan  of  the  City.  Every 
option  for  solving  this  problem  must  be  explored. 

Finally,  our  discussion  of  implications  of  finding  the  final 
transit  solution  should  include  one  more  clarification.  EOTC's 
conclusion  that  the  FEIR  is  an  accurate  description  of  the 
project's  transportation  impacts,  and  its  recommendation  to 
Secretary  Hoyte  that  he  accept  the  document,  should  not  be 
interpreted  by  anyone  that  we  concur  in  everything  in  the  book. 
Specifically,  we  find  that  the  problem  of  attaining  satisfactory 
levels  of  transit  service  is  presented  in  a  manner  that  helps  the 
reader  to  understand  the  nature  and  magnitude  of  the  problem. 
However,  it  should  not  be  interpreted  that  this  office  accepts 
the  transit  solution  documented  in  the  book  as  anything  more  than 
a  first  building  block  in  the  attainment  of  a  final  solution.  We 
find  the  discussion  of  this  mitigating  measure  informative  and 
well  presented;  we  do  not  accept  its  proposal  as  the  adequate 
final  solution  for  the  problem,  particularly  for  the  period 
beyond  1995. 

v:ater  Transportation 

In  general  terms,  the  project  proponent  plans  to  provide 
accessible  physical  facilities  for  commuter  ferries,  airport 
shuttle  ferries,  as  well  as  water  taxi  services,  are  consistent 
with  established  EOTC  policies  for  water  transportation.   Boat 
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provisioning  facilities  will  be  available,  intermodal  connections 

will  be  accommodated  adjacent  to  the  ferryboat  dock  from  Old 

Northern  Avenue,  and  passenger  waiting  and  ticketing  facilities 
will  be  provided. 

The  proponents  anticipated  water  shuttle  feasibility  study, 
coupled  with  ongoing  study  efforts  by  EOTC ,  MBTA  and  Massport 
should  help  identify  logical  expansion  opportunities  for 
additional  water  transportation  services.  As  part  of  any  traffic 
mitigation  plan  that  may  be  required  of  and  sponsored  by  the 
project  proponents,  water  transportation  services  should  be 
fairly  considered  as  a  component  of  a  balanced  transit  network, 
along  with  shuttle  buses  and  other  transit  services. 

Other  DETR  Issues. 


In  general  we  are  enthusiastic  about  the  FETR  and  recommend  that 
it  be  accepted.  In  our  Draft  ETR  comments,  we  raised  several 
issues,  and  we  believe  it  is  solely  up  to  Secretary  Hoyte  to 
determine  the  adequacy  of  the  responses  provided.  On  one  issue, 
we  noted  the  evident  lack  of  the  inclusion  of  a  truly  reduced 
scale  alternative  in  the  analysis  process.  Concerning  this 
issue,  we  observe  that  the  principle  benefit  of  such  an  approach 
from  a  transDortation  oersDective  would  be  fewer  cars  driving  to 
such  a  facility.  However,  the  amount  of  parking  proposed  in  the 
FEIR  was  evidently  the  result  of  physical  limitations,  not 
programiTiatic  demand.   Thus,  from  our  point  of  view  we  can  rote 
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that  the  small  amount  of  parking  proposed  is  already  acceptable 
to  us.  In  terms  of  parking,  we  are  content  that  we  have  seen  the 
adoption  of  a  moderate  scale  option. 

Finally,  we  noted  in  the  DETR  our  concerns  over   the  rise  in 
elevation  experienced  by  the  pedestrian  on  the  extension  of 
Pittsburg  and  Farnsworth  Street.   To  close  out  the  issue  raised 
in  the  DETR  comments,  we  here  reiterate  our  belief  that  this 
incline  is  a  serious  design  flaw  in  an  otherwise  thoughtful 
program.   The  full  development  should  serve  to  "invite"  the 
pedestrian  walking  along  Northern  Avenue  to  the  edge  of  the 
water.   The  proponents  do  not  have  to  go  far  to  find  examples  of 
a  superlative  relationship  between  the  main  street  and  the  water; 
they  have  only  to  observe  the  design  of  the   Pier  4  Project, 
which  seemingly   "attempts,"  much  less,  and  "accomplishes"  much 
more  than  the  ambitious  treatment  of  the  floating  island  of  the 
Fan  Pier  Project.   While  we  believe  that  this  design  problem  is 
best  solved  by  agencies  other  than  ours,  we  believe  that  the 
negative   transportation   implications   to   the   pedestrians   on 
Pittsburg  and  Farnsworth  Streets  require  our  continued  concern 
with  this  design  treatment. 
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December  16,  1986 

RECEIVED 

Mr.  James  Hoyte,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs  U«lC  1  B 'l9^a 

Leverett  Saltonstall  Bldg. 

100  Cambridge  Street  ^^^^^^  ^^  ^^_  ,-j,.-,,,  ^f 

Boston.  MA  02202  EKVir.Oni.'.EiaAL  AlF^^Ri 

Attn:   MEPA  Unit  (20th  floor) 

Re:   Fan  Pier/Pier  4  EIR  (EOEA  No.  4426/458A) 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary: 

Thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  express  ny  comments  concerning  the 
development  of  Piers  1-4  on  the  Commonwealth  Flats  of  South  Boston.   At 
this  time  I  would  like  to  express  my  feelings  concerning  the  water-related 
activities  (Sec.  V-6)  of  the  Final  EIR,  together  with  some  other  general 
comments. 

First,  I  understand  that  185  marina  slips  are  planned  for  between  the 
two  sites,  yet  only  the  Pier  4  marina  has  slips  for  transient  use  (about  11). 
This  represents  a  mere  6%  of  total  boat  slips  will  be  accessible  to  the  boating 
public  at  large.   I  believe  this  to  be  inadequate  from  a  mariner  side  public 
access  issue. 

Second,  on  Page  V.6-10  of  the  Final  EIR  it  states  "until  the  marine  layout 
is  finalized,  all  estimates  are  rough,..."  Why  is  the  marina  layout  not  finalized 
for  this  report.   How  am  I  to  know  what  size  boats  this  marina  can  accommodate. 
Elsewhere,  the  final  EIR  states  that  the  marina  will  accommodate  boats  up  to 
80  feet  in  length — how  do  they  know  this?   Further,  there  is  no  "estimate"  of 
any  boat  slip  lengths  for  the  marina  to  be  found  in  this  Final (?)  report. 
What  length  boats  will  the  185  slips  be  able  to  accommodate — how  many  of  each 
size?  Will  the  transient  use  slips  accommodate  boats  up  to  80  feet  in  length? 

Third,  what  types  of  boats  will  the  marina  accommodate,  power  and  sail,  one 
or  the  other?   How  many  of  each  kind?   I'm  not  all  that  sure  it  makes  an 
overriding  difference  except  provisions  for  each  type  are  different.   Will 
fuel  be  available  for  motorized  craft — including  the  transient  vessels? 

Fourth,  perhaps  most  importantly,  is  this  marina  considered  a  seasonal  or 
yearround  marina?   If  it  is  a  seasonal  one  are  there  opportunities  to  store 
ones  boat  out-of-water  inthe  off  season  on  site.   If  not,  where  are  the  closest 
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storage  facilities  for  170+  boats  of  lengths  up  to  80  feet?   If  it  is  a 
year-round  facility  is  electricity  to  be  made  available  for  boats  with 
generators.   Further,  are  de-icing  facilities  to  be  provided. 

Fifth,  are  any  fishing  or  lobstering  vessels  to  be  accommodated  for 
mooring  privileges  at  the  marina  or  elsewhere  in  the  development.   I  under- 
stand lobstermen  in  Boston  are  having  some  difficulty  finding  berthing  space. 

Sixth,  is  a  public  landing  for  vessels,  other  than  a  public  dinghy 
dock,  a  part  of  the  development  scheme.   Day  sailors  and  resident  boats  need 
some  place  to  be  able  to  hoist  their  boats  from  the  water.   If  one  is  not 
to  be  provided  on  site  where  is  the  closest  public  landing? 

Seventh,  I  have  not  been  able  to  locate  on  the  drawings  the  area  of  the 
underground  garage(s)  and  the  automotive  access  to  and  from  same  within  the 
development. 

Eighth,  are  fireboat  provisions  made  available  so  that  a  fire  may  be 
fought  from  the  water  side  of  the  project? 

Ninth,  while  there  maybe  more  issues  with  which  to  make  note  of  (E.G. 
a  good  metes  and  bounds  description  of  development)  I  wish  to  say  that  some 
linkage  or  in  kind  funds,  possibly  can  be  made  available  as  a  rainy-day-fund 
to  the  fish  pier  (No.  6)  or  other  semi-complete  water  dependent  use  facility 
in  the  South  Boston  flats  area.   This,  in  order  to  preserve  somewhere  on  the 
Boston  Harbor  waterfront  as  a  marine  dependent  use  facility. 

Sincerely, 

7/xJi  GoSk 

Frank  Gable 

Departmental  Assistant 
W.H.O.I. 

FG/jz 

*The  views  expressed  herein  do  not  necessarily  reflect 
the  views  of  the  Woods  Hole  Oceanographic  Institution 
at  large. 


on 


FORT  POINT  ARTS  COMMUNrTY,  INC. 
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249  A  STREET 
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Januarys  1987  •^•■^ 

James  S.Hoyte,  Secretary  ^"^  '"'^' 

Executive  Office  of  EnvironmenUl  Affairs  CFFirp  n-  t 

100  Cambridge  Street  fkLZ..      ^''^''^"^A.oy  ©f 

Boston.  MA   02022  ^^'«Of^M£NlAt  AffAiRS 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

The  Fort  Point  Arts  Community  (FPAC)  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  state  our  opinions  and  concerns 
regarding  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  proposed  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  projects  We  feel 
the  project,  as  proposed,  threatens  the  existence  of  our  community. 

FPAC  is  an  eight  year  old  nonprofit  organization  representing  over  300  visual  artists  vho  currently 
maintainvorking  studios  in  Fort  Point— the  closest  "community "  abutting  the  proposed  development. 
As  an  active  organization,  ve  have  been  striving  to  secure  the  continuing  presence  of  artists  in  Fort 
Point-the  largest  artist's  community  in  Nev  England.  The  Fort  Point  area,  vith  its  industrial 
buildings  and  existing  community,  provides  the  last  appropriate  neighborhood  for  visual  artists  in 
Boston.   FPAC  has  developed  a  building  on  A  Street  as  a  limited-equity  artist-ovned  cooperative.  This 
avard-'v inning  project,  vhich  is  recognized  as  a  national  model,  serves  as  an  anchor  for  our 
community  and  provides  a  sign  of  our  commitment  to  the  area.  We  have  negotiated  i/iih  the  area's 
major  landlord  and  city  officials  to  secure  temporary  (5  year)  affordable  leases  for  our  members. 
FPAC  artists  vork  vith  South  Boston  groups  to  provide  workshops  and  community  outreach  to  local 
residents  Annually  ve  open  our  studios  to  the  greater  Boston  public,  an  event  that  attracts 
approximately  7.000  visitors.  We  are  involved  vith  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  various  Citizen 
Advisory  Committees  to  provide  planning  input  for  the  area.  In  summary,  ve  are  very  involved  and 
committed  to  South  Boston  and  the  Fort  Point  Channel  area 

Upon  reviev  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  FPAC  believes  the  TL.IR  is  inadequate.  Too 
many  questions  are  left  unanswered,  too  many  assumptions  are  made  without  substantiation  and  too 
little  communication  has  occurred  between  the  developer,  surrounding  neighborhoods  and  the 
federal,  state  and  city  agencies  responsible  for  implementing  the  proposed  mitigation  measures.  As 
residents  and  small  businesses,  the  artists  are  naturally  concerned  about  the  project's  impact  on 
traffic  and  parking,  air  quality,  noise,  urban  design,  public  access  to  the  site,  water  quality  and 
infrastructure  capacity.  The  F£.IJ^  raises  many  unresolved  questions  in  these  areas.  We  have  chosen 
to  respond  specifically,  however,  to  issues  surrounding  Chapter  91  requirements  -  the  extent  to  which 
the  developer  compensates  the  Commonwealth  for  relinquishing  public  rights  in  tide  lands,  the 
impact  on  future  developments  in  the  area,  and  how  the  project  fits  within  the  community. 

•1   The  Extent  to  Thick  the  DcTcloper  Compensates  the  Commonwealth 

FPAC  would  like  to  have  the  developer  prove  beyond  doubt  that  this  project  creates  many  more 
benefits,  especially  in  the  area  of  affordable  housing,  than  detriments  resulting  from  the  eventual 
displacement  of  artists,  residents  and  businesses  presently  located  in  Fort  Point  and  South  Boston. 

Vague  generalities  about  providing  affordable  housing  are  referred  to  in  the  FI.I  Jt.  Specific 
recommendations,  however,  are  not  forthcoming.  Concepts  needing  clarification  include: 

*  What  will  be  the  breakdown  of  affordable  housing  with  regard  to 
owned  vs  rental  units? 

♦  How  will  the  units  be  maintained  as  affordable  in  perpetuity?  (i.e. 
limited  equity  co-operative,  etc.) 


♦  Hov  -will  the  units  be  subsidized? 

♦  Hov  -will  the  units  be  targeted  for  special  needs  groups? 

♦  Hov  many  units  vill  go  to  those  residents  most  impacted  by  the 
development  (i.e  Fort  Point  artists,  South  Boston  residents)? 

♦  Hov  many  units  vill  go  to  the  Greater  Boston  Community? 

FPAC  feels  that  the  affordable  units  provided  by  this  development  should  exceed  the  10!l  proposed, 
should  be  targeted  first  for  the  affected  artists  and  South  Boston  population,  should  be  subsidized  in 
perpetuity  and  should  be  a  balance  of  ownership  and  rental. 

FPAC  feels  the  density  of  this  project  is  too  grand.  The  existing  streets  and  infrastructure  cannot 
support  the  project,  and  even  if  proposed  improvements  are  built  on  schedule,  the  infrastructure  and 
roadvays  will  be  taxed  to  the  limit—complicating  future  grovth  potential  of  the  area.  We  challenge 
the  assumption  that  the  project  should  be  solely  an  extension  of  the  dovntovn .  We  vould  prefer  a 
scaled  amalgamation  of  the  Fort  Point  Channel's  lov-rise  Boston  Wharf  buildings  vith  the  dovntovn's 
high  rises   A  density  that  sensitively  creates  a  "neighborhood"  vith  abundant,  accessible  open  space 
for  the  public,  easy  access  to  the  vater,  and  public  amenities  that  encourage  use  by  people  of  all  ages, 
colors  and  economic  backgrounds  is  requested.  FPAC  is  not  convinced  that  those  requests  have  been 
met.  A  lover  denisty  vould  reduce  adverse  impacts  of  traffic,  paridng,  infrastructure  needs,  and 
vater  and  air  quality.  A  lo-ver  density  vou Id  also  contribute  tovards  a  project  that  is  more 
pychologically  accessible. 

*2  The  Impact  of  Fotare  DeTelopment  in  The  Area. 

It  appears  that  no  detailed  analysis  has  been  conducted  pertaining  to  impacts  on  future  development 
in  the  area.  As  a  catalyst  for  future  development,  this  project  will  indirectly  generate  increased 
infrastructure  and  transportation  improvement  needs  of  future  projects.  Analysis  of  these  needs  has 
not  been  done,  nor  has  any  master  planning  has  been  done.  It  is  important  to  consider  the  total 
carrying  capacity  of  the  area,  and  what  estimated  percentage  of  that  capacity  this  proposal  will 
consume. 

Economic  analyses  of  projected  real  estate  values  for  the  area  have  not  been  done.  We  believe  the 
consequent  escalating  real  estate  values  generated  by  this  project  will  create  a  further  need  for  area 
housing  subsidies  to  offset  the  trend  of  "gentrification '  and  displacement  of  artists  and  residents  in 
abutting  communities.  We  feel  a  more  thorough  review  of  this  projects  impact  on  the  economic  and 
physical  master  development  of  the  area  is  warranted 

•3  How  Does  the  Project  Fit  ¥ithifl  the  Existing  Commonitv? 

We  feel  the  developer  has  not  seriously  considered  the  needs  of  the  existing  artists,  businesspeople, 
residents  and  landowners  in  the  Fort  Point  Area  The  proposed  traffic  patterns  present  problems  to 
South  Boston  and  Fort  Point  Channel  residents.  Major  assumptions  were  made,  not  only  regarding  the 
State  and  Federal  Governments  ability  to  deliver  a  smoothly  operating  Seaport  Access  Road.  Third 
Harbor  Tunnel,  and  Central  Artery,  but  also  the  ability  of  existing  businesses  in  the  area  to  change 
their  mode  of  operation   For  example,  the  creation  of  A  Street  as  an  arterial  route  indicates  that 
existing  trucking  businesses  would  have  to  change  their  lowoimg  hour  and  that  businesses  would  need 
to  change  delivery  hours  Artists  and  residents  in  the  entire  area  would  be  affected   A  Street,  already 
frequently  congested  to  the  point  of  standstill  traffic,  will  become  only  more  gridlocked  with  the 
proposed  changes  Existing  businesses  relying  on  clear  vehicular  access  and  truck  deliveries  will  not 
benefit  from  A  Street  as  a  major  artery  but  suffer  dramatically. 


The  proposed  70%/30%  public  transit/private  vehicle  mode/split  is  another  extremely  optimistic 
assumption    Without  an  ability  to  control  the  modern  motorist's  desire  for  maximum  vehicular 
freedom,  to  obtain  commitments  from  the  State  and  City  to  provide  the  necessary  streamlined 
commuter  transportation,  vithout  the  city's  committment  to  control  spill-over  parking  onto  adjacent 
side-streets  and  to  plan  for  other  future  development  transportation  needs,  the  proposed  mode /split 
vill  most  probably  not  vork    If  the  mode/split  fails,  the  additional  traffic  and  parking  generated  by 
this  project  vill  cripple  the  Fort  Point  area  and  South  Boston  Neighborhood.  The  artists,  businesses 
and  residents  vill  be  adversely  affected. 

In  summary,  The  Fort  Point  Arts  Community  recommends  that  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report 
be  deemed  inadequate  until  issues  of  the  project's  compatablitiy  with  the  existing  community,  its 
effects  on  future  development  potential,  and  the  proven  public  benefits  can  be  thoroughly  addressed. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration. 

Siacerely, 

Robbin  Peach  ^  ^^^^'^^H— 
Executive  Director 
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James  Hoyte,  Secretary  tHM^^O^ 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Aftairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 

RE:   Fan  Pier/Pier  4,  Final  EIR  (EOEA  #4426/4584) 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

The  following  comments  are  submitted  by  the  Engineering  Division 
of  the  MWRA  for  your  consideration  on  the  above-referenced  joint 
EIR,  dated  November,  1986. 

In  the  way  of  background,  the  MWRA  attended  the  regular  meeting  of 
the  Harborpark  Advisory  Committee  on  December  17,  1986  to  offer 
preliminary  comments  on  the  above  projects.  The  substance  of  our 
comments  below  were  offered  verbally  that  day,  following  a 
presentation  and  question/answer  session  by  the  project 
proponents.  Although  some  aspects  of  the  project  were  clarified 
that  day,  many  comments  from  MWRA  (and  others)  in  our  opinion  were 
inadequately  answered. 

Summary  Comment 

The  combined  projects  will  contribute  approximately  0.80  mgd  and 
1.45  mgd  average/peak  flow  respectively  to  the  BWSC  combined  sewer 
system,  which  in  turn  discharges  to  the  MWRA  Columbus  Park 
Headworks  in  South  Boston.  The  proponent  acknowledgies  in  Chapter 
VI  of  the  FEIR  that  under  certain  conditions  some  of  this 
wastewater  will  overflow  to  the  harbor.  This  situation  is, 
however,  later  classified  by  the  proponent  as  "relatively 
insignificant."   Our  agency  disagrees  with  this  characterization. 

The  Secretary's  Certificate  of  January  30,  1986  required  the 
proponent  to  examine  various  measures/options  in  areas  of 
water/sewage  flow  reduction.   Specifically  mentioned  were: 


n 


-  "Explore  ...  sewage  flow  reduction.' 

-  "Describe  measures   to  set  off  new  (water)   demands   ...and 
raaJce  commitments  accordingly." 

-  "Contact   with   the  MWRA  to   identify   non-Boston   I/I 

reduction. . .expect  to  meet  the  2  for  1  (reduction)  policy." 

By  and  large,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  proponent  has  adequately 
addressed  these  items.  Many  of  the  proponents'  "mitigation 
measures"  merely  amount  to  obtaining  tentative  commitments  from 
various  utility  providers  or  meeting  code  requirements.  We  do  not 
feel  that  compliance  with  the  State  Building  Code  should  be 
classified  as  a  form  of  mitigation.  No  discussion  was  provided  on 
off-setting  water  demands  nor  reference  to  adoption  of  the  2-for- 
1  Policy  for  I/I  reduction.  As  best  we  are  able  to  determine, 
contact  was  only  made  with  MWRA  following  our  appearance  at  the 
December  17  meeting. 

In  summary,  the  project  will  contribute  a  significant  amount  of 
additional  flow  to  an  already  strained  system.  The  proponent 
attempts  to  address  the  relative  significance  of  this  flow  but 
fails  to  provide  adequate  documentation  for  many  of  their 
conclusions  in  that  regard. 

SPECIAL  COMMENTS  r  Volume  I/Paae 

1-19:  The  proponent  states  that  "utility  providers...  have  agreed 
in  principle  to  the  infrastructure  plans  proposed."  We 
believe  that  based  upon  our  own  knowledge  and  as  well  as 
the  gist  of  the  comments  by  others  at  the  December  17  HPAC 
meeting,  this  claim  is  somewhat  overstated.  As  the 
intended  "utility  provider"  for  the  Fort  Point  CSO  Facility 
(ref.  page  VI. 2-43),  we  advise  the  Secretary  that  this 
project  is  only  in  the  conceptual  planning  stage.  Its 
implementation  will  be  severely  complicated  by  the  Third 
Harbor  Tunnel  Project,  which  includes  a  major  interchange 
at  the  CSO  facility  site.  In  any  event  it  appears  that  the 
proponent  did  not  contact  our  agency  for  coordination 
purposes  and  we  would  object  to  the  implication  that  we  are 
included  as  a  utility  provider  who  has  agreed  to  the 
development  project  in  principle.  (We  had  been  in  contact 
with  the  Third  Harbor  Tunnel  Team.) 

VI. 2-3:   Combined  Sewer  Overflows 

-  The  discussion  of  the  M  &  E  Report  predictions  on  sewer 
system  behavior  should  include  an  explanation  of  what 
assumptions  were  used  for  flow  generation  from  this 
development  as  well  as  others  in  the  area.  (It  may  be  more 
useful  to  describe  the  sewer  in  terms  of  its  actual 
capacity  versus  using  the  "3.5  ADWF"  criterion.) 


-  In  addition,   if  any  assumptions  were  made  by  M  &   E 
regarding  I/I  reduction,  they  should  be  stated. 

-  The  text  should  clarify  which  BWSC  discharge  point 
receives  the  overflow  from  the  D  street  regulator.  It  is 
not  clear  whether  the  flow  travels  to  the  Fort  Point  or 
Reserved  Channel.  The  relative  impact  of  any  additional 
overflow  is  dependent  upon  which  Channel  receives  the 
flow. 

-  The  text  should  define  the  geographical  scope  of  the 
North  Branch  sewer  cleaning.  Also  assess  the  probability 
of  redeposition  and  over  what  timeframe. 

-  There  is  also  no  mention  of  the  capacity  of  the  Summer 
Street  Pump  Station. 

VI. 2-14:  The  section  on  sewer  system  improvements  is  confusing, 
especially  in  regards  to  responsibilities.  There  are 
numerous  references  to  the  "assumed"  actions  of  other 
"developers."  We  fully  understand  the  difficulty  of 
predicting  what  others  may  do,  but  we  feel  in  this  case 
some  fallback  position  should  be  described  by  the  project 
proponent.  For  example,  if  the  Sleeper  to  Stillings  Block 
is  not  separated,  what  is  the  impact  on  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4 
strategy.  What  are  the  assumed  flow  volumes  for  each  of 
the  area  developments  and  how  sensitive  is  the 
infrastructure  concept  to  possible  changes  in  these 
figures?  Overall,  we  believe  that  the  BWSC  should 
coordinate,  if  not  dictate,  which  entities  are  responsible 
for  the  various  improvements  necessary  as  well  as  develop 
the  required  scheduling. 

Such  an  analysis  would  be  on  the  basis  of  a  build-out 
scenario  and  would  address  the  issue  of  whether  any  recent 
or  future  infrastructure  improvements  have  any  of  their 
capacity  precommitted  to  any  party,  e.g.   The  Summer  Street 
Pump  Station  vis-a-vis  Massport's  needs. 

VI. 2-22:  No  drainage  is  shown  on  Farnsworth  and  Stillings 
Streets-  please  explain.  Is  it  known  whether  oil/grease 
traps  and  tidegates  will  be  included  on  all  drains  shown 
here? 

VI. 2-28:  The  back-up  calculations  for  the  wastewater  figures 
would  be  appreciated. 

VI. 2-29:  (Adequacy  of  Sewer  System)  The  discussion  here  is 
somewhat  confusing  regarding  the  use  of  the  Northern  Avenue 
sewer.  It  appears  that  the  Northern  Avenue  line  will  be 
utilized  initially  until  capacity  becomes  a  problem.  At 
that  point  in  time,  a  new  24-inch  line  will  be  needed  at 
"B"  Street. 


In  our  opinion,  it  would  be  more  acceptable  to  construct  the 
24-inch  line  initially,   but  merely  stub  it  off.   It  would 
then  be   immediately  available,   when  needed  and   any 
scheduling  problems  in  the  future  would  be  avoided. 

VI. 2-29:    (Combined  Sewer  Overflows)  As  follow-up  to  our  previous 
comments,    this   section  should  be   supported  by  more 
documentation.    Estimates   on  frequency/volume  of  overflow 
should  be  provided.    The  pending  NPDES  permit   for   MWRA 
contains  the  following  language. 

"The  permittee  in  cooperation  with  its  member  communities 
shall  operate  and  improve  its  POTW  and  the  total  sewer 
system  to  minimize  the  discharge  of  pollutants  from 
combined  sewer  overflows  or  bypasses." 

In  light  of  the  above,  it  is  questionable  whether  the  MWRA 
would  be  able  to  concur  with  a  project  that  would  admittedly 
increase  overflows. 

VI. 2-42:  (Sanitary  Sewer  System)  It  is  misleading  to  state  that 
there  are  no  combined  sewers  "within  the  development 
areas,"  because  it  tends  to  imply  that  there  are  no 
combined  sewers  in  any  of  the  areas.  It  would  be  more 
appropriate  to  state  that  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  site  will  not 
itself  be  served  by  combined  sewers,  but  will  still 
discharge  to  a  combined  sewer  system. 

VI. 2-43:  As  previously  mentioned,  the  successful  implementation 
of  CSO  controls  in  this  area  is  much  more  tentative  than  is 
implied  here. 

SUMMARY  POINTS 

*  More  documentation  is  needed  to  properly  assess  the 
proponents'  statements  regarding  sewer  system  capacity  and 
the  effect  of  additional  flow  on  the  frequency  of  overflows. 

*  Assumptions  regarding  other  area  development  wastewater 
volumes  should  be  clarified. 

*  The  FEIR  fails  to  properly  respond  to  the  Secretary's 
original  reconunendations  regarding  I/I  reduction. 

*  The  FEIR  fails  to  properly  respond  to  the  Secretary's 
original  recommendations  on  offsetting  new  water  demands. 

*  The  proponents'  suggestion  to  delay  installation  of  the 
"B"  Street  sewer  is  not  justified. 


*  The  additional  flow  could  put  MWRA  in  violation  of  their 
NPDES  permit.  This  issue  should  also  be  one  of  concern  to 
the  issuers  of  the  permit  -  EPA  and  DWPC.    It  appears  that 


DWPC  must  approve  the  sewer  connection  and  EPA  must  approve 
the  Section  404  permit.  It  is  not  clear  whether  such 
approvals  can  be  given  by  those  agencies  in  light  of  their 
NPDES  responsibilities. 

*  If  the  project  is  approved,  some  degree  of  flow  metering 
in  the  downstream  system  should  be  required.  Such  metering 
should  include  both  depth-of-f low  and  velocity  measurement 
capability  to  account  for  surcharging.  It  is  possible  that 
either  MWRA  (or  BWSC)  could  actually  maintain  the  meters, 
if  installed  by  the  developer. 

We  are  most  willing  to  work  with  the  project  proponents  to 
strengthen  the  EIR  and  more  adequately  assess  potential  impacts. 
However,  in  light  of  the  proponents'  admission  that  their  project 
will  aggravate  the  overflow  situation,  the  MWRA  Engineering 
Division  can  not  support  the  project  based  on  the  information 
presented  to  date.  Our  latest  NPDES  permit  broadens  our  liability 
on  CSO  discharges  to  the  extent  that  MWRA  will  no  doubt  be 
scrutinizing  other  development  projects  from  a  different 
perspective  in  the  future.  In  summary,  we  believe  that  a 
supplemental  EIR  is  the  appropriate  mechanism  to  respond  to  our 
comments. 

Sincerely, 


Daniel  K.  O'Brien,  P.E. 
Acting  Director 
Engineering  Division 

cc:   MWRA  (M.  Gritzuk) 
BWSC  (C.  Button) 
DWPC  (T.  McMahon) 
HPAC  (L.  Downey) 
EPA  (M.  Deland) 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  R  E  C  E   E   V  .^ 


u  ,,       ,  c      u      .     EfiVlRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

Honorable   James   S.    Hoyte,    Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

100  Cambridge  Street,  20th  floor  -_j..^_  P_  _  ^^  ^ 

Boston,  Masschusetcs  02202  Lrfki- (.  r  M;l  :, 


JAN  Oo'?s? 

_  :i^_o^T[!::I^:^•■ 


RE:  Fan  Pier/Pier  4 
Final  EIR 
EOEA  //A426/A584 


Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

Please  accept  the  following  comments  as  Boscom  Partners'  response 
to  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  submitted  by  the  Proponents 
of  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  Projects.   Boscom  Partners  owns  and  operates 
the  World  Trade  Center  Boston  on  the  adjacent  Commonwealth  Pier. 

I.  Transportation 

A.  Mass  Transit 

In  your  letter  dated  January  30,  1986,  to  the  Proponents 

of  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  projects  you  stated  "...I  propose 

that  a  Review  Committee  of  appropriate  public  and  private 

actors  be  established  to  review  mitigation  plans  as  they 

are  developed." 

Since  you  made  that  recommendation,  a  great  deal  of  progress 

has  been  made  in  the  development  of  the  People  Mover  concept. 

Currently,  EOTC  and  the  MBTA  are  reviewing  the  feasibility 

of  the  concept  and  their  results  are  expected  by  April  1,  1987. 

If  the  concept  proves  acceptable  to  all  parties  at  that  time,  the 

Federal  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration  (UMTA)  will  assist 

both  financially  and  technically  in  the  continued  research  and 

development  of  the  People  Mover.   The  City  of  Boston,  through 

the  BRA  and  the  Development  of  Transportation,  has  also  publicly 

supported  this  research  and  development  program. 

Regarding  your  proposed  Review  Committee,  it  appears  the 

public  sector  is  now  assembling  alternatives  to  the  mass  transit 

issue.   We  at  the  World  Trade  Center  recommend  that  all  private 

developers,  current  and  future,  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the 

Fort  Point  Channel/Commonwealth  Flats  area  be  required  to  participate 

in  the  People  Mover  Review  Committee.   We  also  recommend  participation 

by  the  residential  groups  and  others  that  show  interest. 
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Page  2 
Secretary  Hoyte 


Participation  by  all  mentioned  above  would  allow  for  efficient  and 
timely  review  by  those  mostly  affected  by  this  potential  solution. 

I.   Transportation  (continued) 

B.  Water  Transportation 

Until  a  definitive  water  transportation  program  is  developed 
we  suggest,  in  the  short  term,  the  proponents  participate 
financially  in  the  exisiting  systems  operating  in  the  harbor 
and  to  the  South  Shore  as  the  World  Trade  Center  did  in  1986. 
This  type  of  support  will  assist  in  maintaining  the  existing 
systems  until  such  time  as  State,  City,  and  Private  sectors  can 
develop  an  integrated  water/shoreside  system. 

C.  Traffic 

Our  original  comments  regarding  intersections  operating  at 

LOS  E  or  F  under  the  Build  alternative  were  never  addressed. 

Of  concern  to  us  are  solutions  recommended  in  the  section  called 

"Planned  Roadway  Improvements."  These  are  not  solutions  under  the 

control  of  the  Proponent  and  therefore  cannot  be  guaranteed  to 

be  built  in  the  timeframe  needed  to  satisfy  the  Project's  demand. 

II.  Wind  Conditions 

With  67%   of  the  tested  Project  site  rated  as  unacceptable  for 
sitting  or  standing  even  for  short  periods,  we  recommend  that 
specific  mechanisms  (through  landscaping  techniques,  covered 
viewing  areas  and  walkways,  etc.)  be  formally  proposed  as 
mitigative  measures. 

III.  Views 

Since  the  Proponent's  Project  will  eliminate  all  views  of  the 
Boston  skyline  that  our  tenants  currently  enjoy,  we  request  that 
we  be  allowed  input  into  the  final  facade  treatment  and  other 
amenities  that  may  improve  the  view. 

Our  other  comments  relating  to  the  Northern  Avenue  wall  effect; 
pedestrian/sidewalk  treatment  along  Northern  Avenue;  and  parking 
availability  at  the  World  Trade  Center  were  answered  adequately  and  will 
have  a  positive  impact  for  all  concerned. 

We  look  forward  to  working  and  cooperating  with  the  State,  City,  Project 
Proponent  and  other  interested  parties  to  resolve  the  most  important  issue 
of  transportation. 


for  Boscom  Parti 

O'Connell  Develo^s^nt^ompany 

Arthur  F.  Casey 

President 


^<^^/ 
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January  12,  1987 


Mr.  Lawrence  Dwyer,  Chairperson 
Fan  Pier  Citizen  Advisory  Committee 
c/o  Boston  Community  Schools 
26  VJest  Street 
Boston,  MA   02111 

Dear   Mr.    Dwyer: 


sit.     E.    SECtND      ST. 


RECEIVED 


JAM  9.^  i^v/ 


As  the  Board  of  the  South  Boston  Artists'  Group,  based  at 
516  East  Second  Street,  we  are  grateful  for  this  opportunity 
to  express  our  views  of  the  proposed  developments  at  Fan  Pier  " 
and  Pier  Four.   Though  not  immediate  abutters  to  the  Piers, 
we  are  situated  within  the  Harborpark  Interim  Planning  Over- 
lay District,  our  studios  overlook  the  proposed  development 
site,  and  we  share  the  concerns  of  our  fellow  South  Boston 
residents  regarding  density,  traffic,  and  accomodation  of 
the  needs  of  low-income  and  elderly  citizens  in  the  final 
planning  stages  of  this  important  project. 

Our  studios  were  developed  in  the  old  distillery  building, 
which  was  built  in  the  1840 's  on  the  site  of  Boston's  Colo- 
nial Period  Rum  Distillery.   We  are  committed  to  preserving 
the  historic  character  of  this  structure  and  to  maintaining 
the  building's  current  use  as  artists'  studios  —  a  use  that 
imposes  minimal  structural  alterations  upon  the  integrity  of 
this  South  Boston  landmark.   With  the  help  of  a  sympathetic 
landlord,  and  the  City's  Inspectional  Services  and  Arts  agen- 
cies, we  preserved  our  studios  from  conversion  to  a  higher 
use  in  August  of  last  year. 

Among  our  goals  as  an  organization  is  that  of  securing  for 
South  Boston  its  rightful  share  in  the  cultural  rebirth  that 
the  entire  City  enjoys  today.   The  City's  new  committment  to 
the  arts  —  exemplified  by  the  City's  assistance  to  our  Group, 
the  BRA'S  negotiation  of  five  year  lease  extensions  for  FPAC 
members,  and  the  Mayor's  creation  of  the  City's  first  Arts 
agency  —  has  emboldened  us  to  become  participants  in  the 
policy-making  that  affects  us,  our  neighborhood,  and  our  cre- 
ative livelihoods.   On  the  whole,  we  believe  that  inclusion 
of  cultural  uses  in  the  proposed  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  Four  deve- 
lopments will  be  to  the  advantage  of  our  neighborhood. 


All  of  Boston  can  gain  from  the  relocation  of  the  Institute 
of  Contemporary  Art  at  Fan  Pier.   As  the  oldest  contemporary 
art  institution  of  its  kind  in  North  America,  at  51  years-of- 
age  the  ICA  deserves  a  permanent  home.   In  addition  to  the 
general  public  benefits  the  ICA  provides,  the  local  arts 
community  will  benefit  directly  from  the  accompanying  em- 
ployment and  exhibition  opportunities  this  project  will  pro- 
duce . 

Further,  we  believe  that  the  proposed  inclusion  of  permanent 
artists'  live/work  studios  at  Fan  Pier  would  be  a  favorable 
development  for  our  neighborhood  and  for  the  community-at- 
large.   Studies  show  that  artists  produce  jobs  in  related 
uses  at  a  rate  of  two  to  one,  and  that  cultural  activities 
return  dollars  to  the  City  at  a  rate  three  times  that  of 
sports  activities.  (See  attached  Globe  article.)   With 
Friends  of  Boston  Art  estimating  that  46%  of  the  City's 
7,000  visual  artists  are  currently  facing  displacement,  we 
believe  that  all  new  live/work  studio  units  created  in  the 
Fan  Pier  and  Pier  Four  developments  must  be  open  to  artists 
from  every  one  of  Boston's  neighborhoods,  without  preference 
or  prejudice  to  any  single  organization  of  artists,  whatever 
its  current  location  or  sphere  of  influence. 

As  a  matter  of  general  public  policy,  we  encourage  the  City 
to  continue  to  utilize  all  appropriate  resources  for  the 
purpose  of  strengthening  and  stabilizing  existing  artists' 
studio  developments  throughout  the  City,  in  addition  to  their 
efforts  to  promote  creation  of  new  live/work  studio  space. 

Again,  our  thanks  for  this  opportunity  to  share  our  concerns. 
Sincerely, 


A. 


deor^  Killeen  ^ 

0P(^  tfi^K  ^^  ^^Donovan 


Mary  Kaye 

Associate  Professor, 

Art  Institute  of  Boston, 

Artist 


cc:   Hon.  Raymond  L.  Flynn,  Mayor,  City  of  Boston 

Hon.  James  Hoyt ,  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs, 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
Hon.  James  Kelly,  Councillor,"  City  of  Boston 
Hon.  Stephen  Coyle,  Director,  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
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SieRRA  CLUB  •  Neco  encLaQd  CbapteR 

3  JOY  STREET.  ROOM  12,  BOSTON.  MASSACHUSETTS.  02108  •  617-227-5339 

RECEIVED 


January  13,  1987 


Greater  Boston  Group  of  the  Sierra  Club  Comments  on  thg  FanOl^it^rOF  THE  SECRlTA'"-' 0' 
Development/Pier  4  Development  Project  Final  Envir^mgnt^  :^fc&"/k'^2P^'''''^'''^ 


EOEA  #4426-4584 

Secretary  James  Hoyte 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  02202 


JAN  1  5  i957 
OFFICE  Or  IWl  5ECRE1  A^v 


Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

The  Greater  Boston  Group  (GBG)  of  the  Sierra  Club  is  pleased  to 
respond  to  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (FEIR)  for  the  Fan  Pier 
Development/Pier  4  Development  Project,  EOEA  #4426-4584.  With  these 
comments  we  continue  our  commitment  to  reviewing  this  and  other 
development  projects  in  Boston.  We  welcome  another  opportunity  to 
provide  input  from  community  and  public  interest  groups. 

Unfortunately,  this  project  will  do  irreparrable  harm  to  the 
people  and  environs  of  downtown  Boston.  We  urge  you  to  reject  the  FEIR 
as  written.  The  developers  must  reconsider  this  project  in  the  light  of 
the  realities  of  Boston  today.  They  must  also  give  realistic 
consideration  to  the  future. 

The  Fan  Pier  Development  FEIR  clearly  illustrates  the  general  lack 
of  coordination  between  Boston  and  the  appropriate  state  agencies  in 
reviewing  large  development  projects.   In  addition,  allowance  for 
citizen  participation  in  the  decision-making  process  is  more  of  an 
after-thought  than  an  integral  part  of  the  process.  In  the  past  the  GBG 
Sierra  Club  has  urged  development  of  a  city  master  plan.  The  city  has 
given  lip  service  to  consideration  of  such  a  plan.  The  Fan  Pier  DEIR 
and  FEIR  make  painfully  clear  the  dire  need  for  a  city  master  plan. 

The  proposed  scale  of  this  project  for  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  is  totally 
inappropriate  to  the  Pier(s)  and  to  Boston.  It  will  overwhelm  the  South 
Boston  infrastructure.   Water,  sewer  and  electrical  systems  are  already 
overtaxed.  There  is  insufficient  room  on  the  streets  and  in  the  parking 
lots  for  the  additional  automobile  traffic  this  project  would  generate. 


The  developers  have  shown  that  they  will  not  wait  for  mitigation 
measures  in  that  part  of  the  city,  but  instead  assume  that  the 
infrastructure  will  catch  up  with  their  plans.  This  is  begging  for  a 
disaster.  To  insure  the  health  and  welfare  of  the  rest  of  the  city, 
this  and  other  large  development  projects  must  wait  for  a  necessary, 
viable  city  infrastructure. 

Transportation  Issues 

Not  only  does  the  FEIR  not  perform  the  required  worst-case 
transportation  analysis,  it  does  not  even  consider  the  present  "normal" 
transportation  situation.  The  FEIR  assumes  that  by  1995  the  Seaport 
Access  Road  and  the  Third  Harbor  Tunnel  will  be  finished  and  open  to 
traffic.  On  a  more  realistic  note,  it  does  consider  an  incomplete 
depression  of  the  Central  Artery.  The  most  critical  point  is  that  none 
of  these  projects  have  authorization  or  funding.  If  they  are  not 
constructed,  none  of  the  transportation  assimptions  in  the  FEIR  are 
valid.  In  the  likely  event  that  these  projects  are  partially  funded, 
funded  late,  or  experience  any  delays  in  completing  construction,  the 
FEIR  transportation  analysis  will  be  incorrect  as  of  1995.  The  result 
will  be  a  much  lower  traffic  capacity  in  the  area,  leading  to  terrible 
automobile  congestion  and  a  long  list  of  environmental  and  health 
problems.  The  FEIR  must  be  supplemented  with  a  more  realistic  analysis 
of  transportation  impacts. 

Twenty-one  (21)  intersections  were  studied  in  the  FEIR.  With 
current  conditions,  one  was  shown  to  be  at  level  "F"  which  is 
unacceptable,  and  three  are  at  level  "D."  "D"  is  not  considered 
acceptable  by  DEQE  or  the  GBG.  During  the  evening  commute  several  were 
expected  to  drop  to  level  "E";  and  several  others  would  drop  to  level 
"D."  Many  of  these  intersections  are  critical  access  points  for  the 
three  bridges  that  serve  the  area  to  north.  These  include  the  most 
critical  intersections  south  and  west  of  Pier  and  access  to  each  of  the 
three  bridges.  The  main  outflow  to  the  south  is  already  at  level  "F." 
Seven  of  the  twenty-one  intersections  studied  show  declining  levels  of 
service.  Six  of  seven  would  remain  at  level  "E"  or  "F."  This  is  as 
unacceptable  for  1995  as  it  is  for  any  year. 

DEQE  has  stated  in  their  comments  on  the  FEIR  that  LEVEL  "D" 
service  is  not  acceptable.  Nothing  less  than  "C"  is  acceptable.  They 
added  that  a  third  westbound  lane  for  the  Northern  Ave  for  air  quality 
purposes  contradicts  other  mitigation  measures.  Even  this  analysis, 
however,  fails  to  account  for  other  developments  that  will  occur  in  the 
area.  A  revised  analysis  must  be  completed  with  assumptions  based  on 
buildout  of  the  other  areas  surrounding  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  Project. 

In  their  comments  on  the  DEIR,  the  MA  Executive  Office 
Transportation  and  Construction  (EOTC)  discussed  the  developer's 
projections  of  5A00  new  vehicle  trips  to  the  north  and  northwest  that 
will  be  generated  by  Fan  Pier/Pier  4.  They  stated  that  "the  ability  of 
the  existing  facility  [Central  Artery]  to  absorb  these  trips  must  be 
questioned...  [the]  situation  from  geneial  growth  in  the  area  is  even 
more  disconcerting."  They  estimated  50,000  daily  vehicle  trips  of  which 
18,000  would  be  generated  by  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  alone!  This  cannot  be 


tolerated  by  the  existing  Central  Artery.  The  Central  Artery 
construction  will  not  be  completed  by  the  time  of  Fan  Pier/Pier  4 
completion  in  1995,  and  it  is  disturbing  to  see  the  additional  capacity 
for  the  Artery  consumed  by  this  project.  Other  developments  have 
already  laid  a  claim  on  this  capacity  as  well. 

Seaport  Access  Road 

A  key  assumption  of  FEIR  is  that  a  large  distribution  of  the  trips 
into  the  region  will  be  via  the  Seaport  Access  Road  and  not  the  surface 
roads.  The  FEIR  also  assumes  that  the  Seaport  Access  Road  will  be 
completed  in  1995.   Massport,  in  a  separate  analysis  of  the  project, 
feels  that  both  assumptions  are  optomistic.  We  concur. 

The  FEIR  assumes  that  traffic  will  move  smoothly.  Massport, 
however,  assumes  that  traffic  will  back  up  on  the  on-ramps  and  off- 
ramps.  This  is  much  more  realistic.  This  congestion  will  gridlock  key 
intersections  and  dramatically  slow  down  the  shuttle  bus  service  between 
South  Station  and  the  Piers.   If  service  becomes  less  reliable,  then 
transit  trips  will  shift  to  private  vehicles  instead  of  public  transit. 
If  the  Seaport  Access  Road  does  not  move  smoothly,  surface  streets  will 
show  the  impact  of  delays  and  diversion  of  traffic. 

Scale  of  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  U_  Project/Public  Open  Space 

The  mitigation  measures  suggested  in  the  FEIR  for  massing  of 
buildings  and  set  backs  are  inadequate  to  give  the  public  true  access  to 
waterfront,  open  space,  and  sun  without  fear  of  excessive  wind  and 
shadow.  The  developer's  offer  of  50%  open  space  is  misleading  if  this 
space  is  interior  to  development  at  the  water's  edge. 

Fan  Pier  includes  one  of  the  largest  open  spaces  left  in  Boston. 
The  right  of  the  city's  residents  to  use  the  space  for  public  purposes 
can  not  be  neglected  or  ignored. 

A  47-story  hotel  violates  the  spirit  and  the  letter  of  the  BRA's 
harbor  park  guidelines.  This  hotel  will  set  a  bad  precedent  for  Harbor 
planning. 

The  developer  does  not  offer  a  sufficiently  scaled-down  version  of 
the  project.   A  5-10%  reduction  is  inadequate.  Supplemental 
information  must  be  filed  that  proposes  at  least  a  25%  reduction  in 
scale. 

As  you  stated  in  the  DEIR  certificate  the  developers  should 
investigate  "both  size  reduction  and  use  mix  changes  with  the  aim  of 
determining  the  maximum  size  of  the  development  that  can  be  supported  by 
the  probable  traffice  movement  capacity."  You  also  called  for  an 
alternative  which  addresed  the  project's  design  and  visual  effects  by 
reducing  the  "total  project  square  footage  in  order  to  provide  greater 
flexibility  in  site  layout  and  to  reduce  the  total  mass  of  the  project." 

Water  and  Air  Quality  Impacts 


Boston  is  undertaking  a  much  needed,  massive  and  costly  upgrade 
and  expansion  of  its  antiquated  sewage  and  water  treatment  system.  Not 
only  is  this  system  considered  one  of  the  worst  in  the  country,  but 
Boston  Harbor  is  rated  one  of  the  most  polluted  water  bodies.  New 
development  in  Boston  and  the  surrounding  communities  must  not  increase 
the  burden  on  the  current  water  treatment  system,  and  must  conserve 
water  in  order  to  limit  wastewater  flowing  into  the  system. 

The  DEIR  does  not  explore  measures  to  reduce  the  infiltration  and 
inflow  of  wastewater  into  the  system.  Supplemental  information  must  be 
filed  on  this  issue. 

Because  the  transportation  section  of  the  DEIR  and  FEIR  is  so 
woefully  inadequate  and  unrealistic,  the  corresponding  impact  on  air 
quality  in  the  city  is  irrelevant  and  unreliable.  We  are  particularly 
concerned  about  dangerously  high  levels  of  carbon  monoxide,  nitrogen 
oxides,  volatile  organics  from  gasoline  vapors  and  ozone  (formed  by  the 
combination  of  all  of  these  compounds)  emitted  from  the  vehicle  traffic 
attributed  to  this  project.  Ozone  levels  already  exceed  Federal  Clean 
Air  Act  standards  in  summer  months  and  Boston  will  probably  continue  to 
violate  this  standard  beyond  the  Clean  Air  Act  attainment  deadline  of 
December  31,  1987. 

The  developer  must  supplement  the  transportation  section,  and 
revise  their  estimate  of  the  impact  on  Boston's  air  quality  in  order  to 
account  for  the  greatly  increased  numbers  of  vehicles,  the  higher 
potential  for  stalled  traffic,  and  longer  time  frames  for  implementation 
of  possible  mitigation  measures  (e.g.,  completion  of  the  Seaport  Access 
road. ) 

Supplemental  Information 

We  urge  you  to  require  supplemental  information  on  the  following 
issues.  Most  of  these  issues  were  raised  in  your  certificate  of  the 
DEIR  but  were  inadequately  addressed  in  the  FEIR: 

1.  Determining  how  additional  vehicle  trips  will  affect  carbon 
monoxide,  nitrogen  oxide,  and  ozone  levels  in  Boston. 

2.  Dramatically  reducing  the  infiltration  and  inflow  of  wastewater,  and 
requiring  improvements  to  the  North  branch  of  the  South  Boston 
interceptor  to  prevent  over-flows  during  wet  weather. 

3.  Determining  the  maximxim  size  of  the  development  to  handle 
anticipated  and  realistic  traffic  levels.  Setting  a  realistic  schedule 
linking  roadway  capacity  to  this  and  other  development  in  the  area. 
Rethinking  transportation  mitigation  measures  that  are  "creative 
public/private  solutions  to  assure  that  measures  are  in  place  when 
needed"  and  an  "assurance  of  the  feasibility,  funding  responsibility 
and  timing  of  transportation  mitigation  measures  including  an 
unequivocal  commitment  to  timely  implementation." 

4.  Redesigning  the  project  so  that  truly  50%  of  the  site  is  public 
space.  This  space  must  include  high  quality  space  -  not  space  cut  off 


by  sheer  walls  with  limited  harbor  access,  or  with  high  rise  development 
covering  the  area  in  shadow  most  of  the  day. 

5.  Limiting  the  building  heights  to  the  BRA  1984  interim  standards  for 
the  Inner  Harbor  of  70-90  feet. 

6.  Designing  a  true  reduced  scale  alternative,  with  a  minimum  reduction 
in  the  scale  of  25Z. 

7.  Including  a  plan  for  phased  development  that  will  be  tied  to  the 
needed  infrastructure  improvements  and  the  timing  of  mitigation  measures 
that  the  developer  has  included  in  FEIR  and  we  and  others  have 
identified  in  comments  to  the  FEIR. 


Again,  the  Greater  Boston  Group  thanks  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
comment  on  this  project.  We  look  forward  to  continued  participation  in 
all  aspects  of  this  project. 

Submitted  by:  Blossom  Hoag,  DanielSlandell  and  Nancy  Seidman  for  the 
Greater  Boston  Group  of  the  Sierra  Club. 
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Massachusetts  Fair  Share 


20  East  Street,  Boston.  MA  021 11  (617)654-9000 


January  14,    1987 

RECEIVED 

James  S.   Hoyte,    Secretary  J/ N  ?  7 'h''/ 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs  ' 

100  Cambridge  St. 

Boston,    MA  02022  OFFICE  Of  IHL  SLCP.LIARY  Oh 

triVir.OIu.lEUTAL  AFFWR3 

Etear  Secretary  Hoyte, 

On  behalf  of  Fair  Share  and  all  the  member  organizations  of  the  Boston  Linkage 
Action  Coalition,  I  am  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  ccmnent  on  the 
Final  Environmental  Inpact  Report  (FEIR)  of  the  Fan  Pier  project. 

The  MEPA  process  requires  the  study  of  all  possible  inpacts  of  the  project 
and  the  proposal  of  mitigating  measxnres  to  correct  these  impacts. 
We  agree  with  the  ccrrments  put  forward  by  Secretary  Anthony  of  the 
Executive  Office  of  Comnunities  and  Development  on  the  Draft  EIR  and  do 
not  find  that  the  developer  has  taken  adequate  steps  to  address  housing  con- 
cerns in  the  Final  EIR.  In  a  nutshell,  we  feel  that  inadequate  attention 
has  been  paid  to  the  off -site  gentrif ication  inpacts  of  the  project  on 
near-by  neighborhoods  and  that  strong  measures  to  mitigate  these  effects 
must  be  incorporated  into  the  project. 

We  have  the  following  concerns  about  the  Fan  Pier  project  as  proposed  in  the 
Final  EIR  and  these  concerns  apply  equally  to  Chapter  91  as  well: 

o  it's  too  big 

o  its  too  expensive 

o  it  will  have  a  gentrifying  effect  on  South  Boston 
and  the  Fort  Point  Channel  area 

o  it  will  advance  the  pace  of  the  privatization  of  the  waterfront 

In  light  of  the  negative  inpacts  that  we  foresee  as  well  as  the  Chapter 

91  public  purpose  obligations,  we  expected  to  see  a  lot  more  affordable  housing 

built  into  the  project,  both  within  Fan  Pier  itself  as  well  as  in  the  iirpacted 

neighborhoods.  We  feel  that  100  units  of  elderly  housing,  unsubsidized  by 

the  developers  (which  is  the  way  inclusionary  zoning  works — )  and  with  no 

specific  incCTTie  guidelines,  and  frcm  what  we  understand,  "unfinished" 

IS  woefully  inadequate. 

The  Coalition  views  Fan  Pier  as  a  "net  loss"  in  the  battle  to  e:q>and  the 
supply  of  affordable  housing  and  to  contain  gentrif ication  and  displacement. 
The  units  that  are  being  created  are  well  out  of  the  reach  of  most  city 
residents  and  will  sinply  place  more  upward  pressure  on  the  market.  The 
following  steps  should  be  taken  to  open  up  the  project: 
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o  Significantly  more  affordable  units  must  be  built  on-site. 

These  should  be  finished  units  and  at  least  20%  should  be 

inclusionary  units — internally  subsidized  by  the  developer. 

Additionally,  we  would  like  to  see  these  units  developed  as 

limited  equity  cooperatives  to  ensure  their  long-term  affordability  and 

accessibility  to  working  and  middle  class  Bostonians. 

o  The  linkage  obligation  for  the  conrnercial  portion  of  the 
project  should  be  doubled.  These  funds  should  be  used 
to  provide  affordalbe  housing  in  South  Boston  to  lessen  dis- 
placement due  to  rising  prices  caused  by  Fan  Pier  and  to 
ensure  that  the  artists  of  the  Fort  Point  Channel  are  not 
displaced  from  their  homes  and  studios . 

We  have  very  serious  questions  as   to  whether  the  Fan  Pier  project  is 
serving  a  proper  public  purpose  for  use  of  the  waterfront  given  the  current 
mix  of  housing  being  proposed.  There  is  also  a  serious  question  as 
to  whether  the  benefits  outweigh  the  detriments  of  this  project. 
The  Final  EIR  does  not  adequately  address  either  the  inpacts  of  the  project 
as  required  by  MEPA  or  the  public  purpose  required  by  Chapter  91. 
Given  these  deficiencies,  it  is  inappropriate  to  issue  permits  based  on 
the  FEIR. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration. 


KathyM^orman  pknice  Fine 

President,  Massachusetts  Fair  Share     Boston  Director,  Fair  Share 

Staff  for  Boston  Linlcage  Action  Coalition 


cc:  Secretary  Anthony 
BRA  Director  Coyle 
CAC  Chairman  Dwyer 
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January  19,  1987 


Mr.  James  S.  Hoyte,  Secretary 
The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02202 

Re :  Approval  of  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  Projects 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 
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Bricklayers  Union  Local  3  has  examined  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report  for  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  developments,  and  offers  the  following 
comments  under  the  provisions  of  the  Massachusetts  Environment  Policy  Act. 

We  strongly  support  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  projects.   Through  private 
investment  of  over  $1  billion,  these  projects  together  are  expected  to 
generate  approximately  7,000,000  man-hours  of  construction  work,  or  3,400 
person-years  of  employment  for  members  of  the  various  construction  trades. 

These  jobs  are  vital  to  the  economic  well-being  of  the  Commonwealth. 
Most  of  the  large  projects  currently  under  construction  in  Boston  will  be 
completed  within  the  next  two  years.   Without  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4 
projects,  thousands  of  construction  workers  will  find  themselves 
underutilized,  or  unemployed.   With  these  projects,  the  opportunity  for 
steady  employment  will  be  assured  to  thousands  of  families,  especially 
those  living  in  Boston's  neighborhoods. 

Furthermore,  we  believe  that  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  projects  deserve  to 
be  approved.   The  developers  have  attended  over  100  meetings  with  South 
Boston  representatives  and  special  interest  groups.   The  projects  will 
produce  tremendous  benefits  for  Boston,  particularly  the  South  Boston 
neighborhood,  including  $15  million  in  linkage  funds  for  affordable 
housing,  $3  million  for  job  training,  $20  million  annually  in  new 
property  taxes,  and  $5  million  annually  in  new  sales  taxes.   No  projects 
in  the  history  of  Boston  have  offered  greater  public  benefits. 

We  urge  you  to  certify  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  Final  EIR  as  adequate,  and  to 
do  whatever  possible  to  promote  expedient  approval  of  the  projects  by 
other  State  agencies. 


Business  Manager 


^P 


REPRESENTING:  BPICKLAYERS.  STONEMASONS.  TILELAYERS. 
MARBLE  MASONS.  TERRAZZO  WORKERS.  POINTERS.  CLEANERS.  CAULKERS 


Conservation  Law  Foundation  of  New  England,  inc. 


3  Jov  Street 

Boston  Massacnusetis 

02108-1497 

(617)  742-2540 


Secretary  of  Environmental 

Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston  MA   02202 


January  20,  1987 


ATTN: 


'"^^CE/VED 


'•'••'.•  Of    ... 


^^'•'"';0;.'f.!--rr"'",   ;" ''^^  0'' 
-"•'"-'.ini  Affiicc 

MEPA   Unit 

File   No.    4426/4584 


•^ffAJfis 


Enclosed  please  find  the  comments  of  the  Conservation  Law 
Foundation  of  New  England,  Inc.  on  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report  for  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  developments. 

If  we  can  be  of  any  further  assistance  during  MEPA  review 
of  these  projects,  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  us. 

Sincerely, 


Armond  Cohen    /'     ^ 
Andrew  Hamilton 
Steonanie  Pollack 


Conservation  Law  Foundation  of  New  England,  Inc. 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 

The  Conservation  Law  Foundation  of  New  England,  Inc.  ("CLF") 
has  carefully  reviewed  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report 
("EIR")  for  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  developments^  and  reached  the 
only  possible  conclusion  —  the  document  fails  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  the  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act 
("MEPA"),  30  M.G.L.A.  §§  61  -  62H.   CLF  therefore  urges  the 
Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  ("Secretary*)  to  find  that  the 
Final  EIR  is  inadequate  and  to  order  the  proponents  to  siibmit  a 
Supplemental  or  Revised  Final  EIR  that  is  responsive  to  the 
issues  raised  in  the  Secretary's  Certificates  on  the  Draft  and 
Final  EIRs  and  to  the  issues  raised  in  these  and  other  comments 
submitted  on  the  Final  EIR.   See  301  CMR  11. 09(6). 2 

The  shortcomings  of  the  Final  EIR  fall  into  two  separate  but 
related  categories.   First,  the  document  fails  to  thoroughly  and 
realistically  analyze  the  environmental  impacts  of  Fan  Pier  and 
the  comparative  impacts  of  one  or  more  alternatives  of 
significantly  reduced  scale.   For  example,  the  traffic  analysis 
—  as  well  as  the  air  quality  analysis  that  depends  on  it  —  are 
based  on  a  series  of  unrealistic  assumptions.   Similarly,  the 


^For  convenience,  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  developments  will 
hereafter  be  referred  to  collectively  as  Fan  Pier  or  *the  project." 

^Thase  comments  refer  throughout  to  the  new  MEPA 
regulations,  issued  on  January  9,  1987,  which  apply  to  all  MZPA 
proceedings  after  their  effective  date.   301  CMR  11.03(7) (d). 
Even  if  the  new  regulations  do  not,  for  some  reason,  apply  to 
review  of  the  Fan  Pier  Final  EIR,  all  of  the  regulatory 
requirements  cited  are  also  contained  in  the  previous  set  of 
regulations  and/or  in  the  Scope  and  Certificate  for  this  EIR.   In 
any  event,  the  new  regulations  should  apply  to  any  Supplemental 
or  Revised  Final  EIR  prepared  for  this  project. 
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docximent  fails  to  spell  out  adequately  the  true  benefits  and 
detriments  of  the  project,  which  must  be  considered  later  in  a 
permitting  proceeding  under  Chapter  91,  91  M.G.L.A.  §  18.   The 
highly  touted  public  spaces,  for  example,  are  of  questionable 
value  due  to  adverse  wind  and  shadow  effects,  visual  isolation, 
and  access  problems. 

In  addition,  the  Final  EIR  does  not  contain  enough 
information  on  potential  mitigation  measures  to  allow  the 
Secretary  or  other  permitting  agencies  to  design  an  adequate 
mitigation  strategy  as  required  by  Section  61  of  MEPA.   No  such 
strategy  can  be  complete  without  binding  assurances  from  the 
proponents  that  necessary  infrastructure  improvements  and 
mitigation  measures  will  be  completed  in  phase  with  the  project's 
construction.   Otherwise,  the  project  will  cause  traffic  gridlock 
in  South  Boston  and  on  the  Central  Artery,  clog  residential 
streets,  impede  the  flow  of  trucks  necessary  to  support  water- 
dependent  uses  in  the  nearby  designated  port  area,  and  limit 
access  to  the  project's  waterfront  amenities. 

These  comments,  in  part,  address  new  issues  raised  for  the 
first  time  by  the  Final  EIR  because  that  document  derives  from 
new  nastar  plans,  contains  assumptions  different  from  those  used 
in  the  Draft  EIR,  and  sets  out  revised  mitigation  measures.  In 
addition,  many  of  the  complaints  lodged  against  the  analysis  in 
the  Draft  EIR  remain  unanswered  and  must  therefore  be  revisited 
in  these  comments.  Indeed,  one  of  the  Final  EIR's  most  serious 
inadequacies  is  its  failure  to  respond  to  the  requirements  of  the 
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Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  ("Certificate")  and  to  deal 
fully  with  comments  submitted  by  state  and  local  agencies  and  the 
public  as  required  by  the  Secretary  (Certificate  at  4)  and  MEPA 
regulations,  301  CMR  11.07(10).-^    The  few  new  issues  raised  in 
these  comments  which  were  not  "raised  during  the  review  of  the 
Draft  EIR  .  .  .  [or]  presented  for  the  first  time  in  the  Final 
EIR,"  301  CMR  11.09(3),  are  issues  "of  critical  importance  to  the 
environmental  impact  of  the  project,"  3  0  M.G.L.A.  §  62H.   Such 
critical  issues  may  be  raised  at  any  time  in  the  MEPA  process.^ 

II.  DEVELOPMENT  ALTERNATIVES 
One  of  the  most  glaring  shortcomings  of  the  Final  EIR  is  its 
failure  to  consider  one  or  more  alternatives  to  the  proposed 


■^In  general,  the  proponents'  response  to  comments  on  the 
Draft  EIR  merely  refers  to  some  section  of  the  Final  EIR  that 
allegedly  addresses  the  commentor's  concern.   In  many  cases,  that 
section  contains  no  apposite  response.   For  the  Supplemental  or 
Revised  Final  EIR,  the  Secretary  should  require  the  proponents  to 
respond  to  comments  on  the  Final  EIR  by  either  directly 
addressing  the  stated  concern  or  referring  to  the  pages  in  the 
new  document  in  which  that  concern  is  specifically  discussed. 

^MEPA  regulations  state  only  that  the  Secretary  "may"  accept 
comments  on  matters  of  critical  importance  not  raised  during  the 
review  of  th«  Draft  EIR.   301  CMR  11.09(3).   The  statute, 
however,  spttcifies  that  material  issues  not  raised  at  the 
appropriate  point  in  administrative  proceedings  may  be  raised  in 
court  upon  a  showing  that  "the  matter  sought  to  be  raised  is  of 
critical  importance  to  the  environmental  impact  of  the  project." 
3  0  M.G.L.A.  §  62H.   Thus,  whether  or  not  the  Secretary  and/or 
proponents  choose  to  address  the  new  issues  raised  by  these 
comments,  CLF  will  be  permitted  to  raise  issues  of  critical 
environmental  importance  in  any  legal  action  brought  under  §  62H 
alleging  that  the  Final  EIR  fails  to  comply  with  the  requirements 
of  MEPA. 
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development  that  are  of  significantly  reduced  scale.   Despite 
repeated  requests  by  the  Secretary  and  conunentors  on  the  Draft 
EIR,  the  proponents  have  chosen  to  make  only  incremental 
adjustments  in  overall  size  and  use  mix  rather  than  developing 
one  or  more  truly  reduced-scale  alternatives  and  comparing  the 
impacts  to  those  of  the  project  described  in  the  Final  EIR  master 
plan.   In  fact,  the  Final  EIR  contains  no  analysis  of  any 
alternative  smaller  than  the  project  embodied  in  the  current 
master  plan. 

MEPA  requires  EIRs  to  describe  "reasonzOsle  alternatives  to 
the  proposed  project  and  their  environmental  consequences.*'  30 
M.G.L.A.  §  62B.   MEPA  regulations  specify  that  the  EIR  should 
contain  a  "description  of  each  alternative  to  the  proposed 
project  and  a  discussion  of  the  primary  differences  among 
alternatives,  particularly  as  they  may  affect  the  environment" 
and  should  analyze  alternatives  "at  a  level  of  detail  sufficient 
to  allow  a  meaningful  comparison  of  impacts."  301  CMR  11.07(4). 
A  thorough  discussion  of  alternatives  is  thus  a  critical  aspect 
of  any  adequate  EIR. 

In  the  Scope  for  the  Fan  Pier  EIR  (at  13) ,  the  Secretary 

ordered  the  proponents  to  evaluate  "[o]ne  or  more  lesser-scale 

alternatives  than  the  proposed  development,  particularly  in  terms 

of  building  height,  with  emphasis  on  compatibility  with  existing 

harborside  development."   These  alternatives  were  to  be  evaluated 

in  the  same  manner  and  depth  as  the  proposed 
development.   The  height,  mass,  location  and  setbacks 
should  be  specified  for  each  conceptual  alternative 
evaluated  in  the  Draft  EIR  t'^  permit  informed  review. 


.  .  .  The  report  should  assess  the  environmental  costs 
and  benefits  of  each  alternative  and  should  note  other 
significant  advantages  and  disadvantages. 

The  Draft  EIR  did  not  fulfill  the  requirement  to  discuss 
lesser-scale  alternatives  "in  the  same  manner  and  depth  as  the 
proposed  development."   The  so-called  lesser-scale  alternative 
evaluated  in  the  Draft  EIR  was  only  2.7%  smaller  than  the  project 
proposed  in  the  initial  master  plan.   The  Secretary's  Certificate 
(at  4)  complained  that  "the  lesser  scale  alternative  is  of  nearly 
the  same  size  (density)  and  still  raises  many  of  the  same  urban 
design  questions  of  visual  impact,  wind,  shadow  and  pedestrian 
access  as  did  the  original  proposal.* 

Further,  the  proponents  failed  to  assess  the  environmental 
costs  of  the  lesser  scale  alternative  in  the  same  depth  as  those 
of  their  proposal,  most  importantly  declining  to  perform  a 
separate  traffic  analysis.   The  Draft  EIR  (at  IV. 1-2)  justified 
this  omission  by  explaining  that  the  larger  alternative 
"represents  a  worst-case  scenario  for  traffic."  While  this 
statement  is  factually  correct,  it  ignores  one  of  the  primary 
reasons  for  MEPA  consideration  of  smaller-scale  alternatives  — 
assessment  of  how  reductions  in  scale  will  reduce  the 
environmental  harm  caused  by  the  proposed  project.   MEPA 
regulations  require  EIRs  to  analyze  the  effects  both  of  the 
proposed  project  and  of  its  alternatives.   301  CMR  11.07(6). 

The  Secretary  recognized  that  the  Draft  EIR's 
discussion  of  alternatives  was  inadequate  both  with  respect  to 
the  degree  of  the  reduction  in  scale  and  the  failure  to  assess 
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all  of  the  implications  of  a  smaller  project.   He  noted 
(Certificate  at  6)  that  *size,  mix  and  phasing  alternatives  might 
.  .  .  play  a  positive  role  in  responding  to  many"  of  the 
environmental  concerns  about  the  project.   The  Certificate  (at  4) 
specified  that  the  Final  EIR  should  include  "the  development  of 
an  alternative  at  a  reduced  scale  in  terms  of  size  and  use  mix 
[and]  a  comparison  of  the  demands  the  alternatives  place  over 
time  on  South  Boston  support  svstemsf.]  to  the  capacity  of  those 
systems."   (Emphasis  added.)   Responding  specifically  to  the 
problem  of  traffic  impacts,  the  Secretary  further  specified  (at 
5)  that  "both  size  reductions  and  use  mix  changes  should  be 
investigated  with  the  aim  of  determining  the  maximum  size  of 
development  that  can  be  supported  by  probeOsle  traffic  movement 
capacity." 

In  requesting  evaluation  of  reduced  scale  alternatives,  the 
Secretary  (at  5)  referred  to  comments  by  the  Citizens  Advisory 
Committee,  the  Executive  Office  of  Transportation  and 
Construction  ("EOTC") ,  and  others  seeking  consideration  of 
alternatives  of  significantly  reduced  scale.   EOTC  complained 
that  "a  less  than  3%  decrease  in  square  footage  in  a  project  to 
build  th«  equivalent  of  5  new  Prudential  Towers  is  hardly  a  ma;ior 
'lessening'  of  scale  from  the  original  proposal."  Massport 
similarly  concluded  that  the  limited  reduction  did  not  meet  the 
requirement  of  a  lesser  scale  alternative  "since  it  does  not 
significantly  change  Level  of  Service  (LOS)  impacts  at  key 
intersections."  The  Boston  Educational  Marine  Exchange  and 
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Harborpark  Advisory  Committee  requested  consideration  of 
alternatives  involving  25  to  33%  less  square  footage. 

The  Final  EIR  fails  to  respond  to  these  repeated  requests 
for  consideration  of  truly  reduced-scale  alternatives  sized  to 
fit  the  available  infrastructure  and  reduce  adverse  urban  design 
impacts.   The  proponents  allege  (at  V.1-7  -  V.1-8)  that  their  new 
master  plans  adequately  respond  to  the  requirement  for 
consideration  of  reduced-scale  alternatives.   The  new  master 
plans,  however,  propose  only  a  4.5%  reduction  from  the  Draft  EIR 
alternative. 5   Such  a  small  reduction  is  no  more  responsive  to 
the  Secretary's  requirement  than  was  the  2.7%  reduction  embodied 
in  the  earlier  lesser  scale  alternative.   And  while  CLF  commends 
the  proponents  for  further  reducing  the  size  of  the  project,  the 
reduction  means  that  the  Final  EIR  contains  no  analysis 
whatsoever  of  an  alternative  smaller  than  that  proposed  in  the 
proponents'  most  recent  master  plans.   The  planned  project  is  now 
smaller  than  the  only  lesser-scale  alternative  ever  considered. 

The  Final  EIR  is  inadequate  because  it  fails  to  analyze  the 
environmental  effects  of  one  or  more  reduced-scale  alternatives 
to  the  proposals  in  the  current  master  plans,  as  required  by  the 
Secretary  and  requested  by  numerous  commentors.   In  requiring  a 


^The  master  plans  in  the  Final  EIR  contain  4.62  million 
square  feet,  a  7.3%  reduction  from  the  Draft  EIR  alternative  of 
4.982  million  square  feet.   On  December  1,  however.  Secretary 
Hoyte  was  informed  that  the  master  plan  for  Fan  Pier  submitted  to 
the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  in  the  Planned  Development 
Areas  application  included  an  increase  in  size  to  3.106  million 
square  feet.   Thus,  the  most  recent  master  plans  project  a  total 
size  for  the  combined  projects  of  4.756  million  square  feet,  a 
decrease  of  only  4.5%  from  the  Dr=»ft  EIR  alternative. 
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Supplemental  or  Revised  Final  EIR,  the  Secretary  should  continue 
to  insist  that  the  proponents  develop  a  reduced-scale  alternative 
keyed  to  the  carrying  capacity  of  South  Boston's  transportation 
infrastructure.   In  addition,  the  new  document  should  analyze  one 
or  more  alternative  master  plans  embodying  substantial  —  25%  to 
75%  —  reductions  in  square  footage,  building  heights  and/or 
effective  density  (density  of  the  built  space,  not  including  open 
space) .   For  each  alternative,  the  major  environmental  impacts  — 
traffic  generation,  air  pollution,  wastewater  generation,  etc.  — 
should  be  assessed  and  compared  to  the  impacts  of  the  projects 
proposed  in  the  most  recent  master  plans. 

III.  TRAFFIC-RELATED  ISSUES  —  TRAFFIC  AND  PARKING 

The  traffic  analysis  in  the  Draft  EIR  drew,  for  good  reason, 

the  most  criticism  from  commentors.   The  Final  EIR's  traffic  and 

transit  analysis  displays  comparable  inadequacies,  both  in  terms 

of  assessing  the  impacts  on  traffic  and  transit  and  of  providing 

an  adequate  program  to  mitigate  the  projected  impacts. 

CLF's  comments  on  the  Final  EIR's  traffic  analysis  proceed 

from  two  assumptions.   First,  we  accept  the  proponents' 

admonition  (at  IV. 1-1  to  IV. 1-2)  that,  in  view  of  fundamental 

changes  in  the  assximptions  and  analysis  made  in  the  Final  EIR, 

readers  cannot 

compar[e]  analyses  shown  in  the  Draft  EIR  with  those  of 
the  Final  EIR.   Such  a  comparison  will  not  provide  the 
reader  with  meaningful  evidence  about  the  projects, 
their  impacts,  or  the  benefits  of  extensive  mitigation 
measures  analyzed  in  this  report. 


The  Final  EIR  for  the  full  build-out  of  these 
projects  is  intended  to  be  a  stand-alone  document. 

The  effect  of  this  disclaimer  is  that  deficiencies  in  the  traffic 
analysis  in  the  Final  EIR  cannot  be  remedied  by  reference  to  the 
Draft  EIR.   Thus,  a  Supplemental  or  Revised  Final  EIR  is  needed 
to  update  certain  of  the  traffic  analyses  conducted  in  the  Draft 
EIR.   However,  in  order  to  demonstrate  the  importance  of  redoing 
certain  analyses  —  concerning  alternative  mode  split  assumptions 
or  traffic  generation  without  the  Third  Harbor  Tunnel  project  — 
CLF  has  relied  on  some  of  the  data  in  the  Draft  EIR  to  make 
calculations  allowing  for  a  rough  comparison  of  traffic 
generation  under  alternative  scenarios. 

Second  and  most  importantly,  CLF  begins  with  the  assximption 
that  a  primary  goal  of  traffic  analysis  and  mitigation  measures 
must  be  to  ensure  the  relatively  unrestricted  flow  of  traffic 
throughout  the  city  and  most  especially  on  the  residential 
streets  of  South  Boston.   Massport's  May  1986  draft  South  Boston 
Traffic  Study  (part  of  the  Cross  Harbor  and  Regional 
Transportation  Project  or  ''CHART")  ^  confirms  that  Levels  of 
Service  ("LOS*')  in  South  Boston  will  continue  to  deteriorate  for 
key  intersections  at  peak  hours.   South  Boston  residents  have 
long  complained  about  the  use  of  their  residential  streets  by 
non-resident  commuters  and  commercial  vehicles,  yet  use  of  these 


^The  CHART  study  has  not  yet  been  completed  and  released  to 
the  public.   For  the  convenience  of  the  Secretary,  pertinent 
portions  of  the  CHART  documents  have  been  attached  to  the  set  of 
connents  filed  with  the  MEPA  off^-^e. 
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streets  is  the  logical  reaction  of  conmuters  faced  with  present 
gridlock  conditions  on  commuter  arteries.  As  things  now  stand, 
this  situation  could  worsen  dramatically  as  a  result  of  Fan  Pier. 

The  proponent's  lengthy  analysis  of  the  traffic  impacts  on 
South  Boston  from  both  Fan  Pier  and  nearby  future  developments 
must  be  viewed  against  this  backdrop  of  severe  traffic  pressure 
and  its  implications  for  residential  streets.   Seen  in  this 
light,  the  Final  EIR's  major  deficiencies  become  clear.   First, 
the  traffic  analysis  relies  on  many  questionable  assumptions, 
thus  significantly  underestimating  the  traffic  and  transit 
impacts  of  the  project.   Second,  even  the  Final  EIR's  optimistic 
estimates  reveal  impacts  sufficiently  serious  to  merit  far  more 
commitment  to  mitigation  measures  than  is  made  in  the  Final  EIR. 

A.  Traffic  Impacts 

In  analyzing  the  traffic  impacts  of  the  proposed 
developments,  the  proponent  makes  several  key  assumptions.   If 
one  or  more  of  these  assvimptions  is  not  borne  out,  the  massive 
scale  of  the  developments  could  easily  and  severely  aggravate  the 
already  troublesome  traffic  situation  Downtown  and  in  South 
Boston.   Because  of  the  critical  importance  of  these  assumptions, 
an  adequate  traffic  analysis  must  contain  both  more  convincing 
justification  for  each  assumption  and  sensitivity  analyses  to 
assess  how  alternative  assumptions  would  affect  the  traffic  and 
transit  projections.   Five  sets  of  assumptions  are  particularly 
crucial  and  particularly  questionable:   mode  splits,  completed 
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infrastructure  improvements,  background  development  projections, 
displaced  parkers  and  commercial  vehicles. 

The  uncertainty  associated  with  each  of  these  assumptions  is 
undeniably  quite  high  and  taken  together  they  cast  serious  doubt 
on  the  adequacy  of  the  traffic  analysis.   The  Final  EIR  fails  to 
assess  impacts  of  the  proposed  developments  should  one  or  more  of 
the  critical  assumptions  prove  false.   To  properly  assess  these 
impacts,  a  Supplemental  or  Revised  Final  EIR  must  be  prepared 
containing  sensitivity  analyses  of  all  of  the  key  assumptions, 
including  calculations  of  intersection  Level  of  Service  ("LOS") 
and  corridor  impacts  for  reasonadale  alternative  assumptions  and 
scenarios.*^   It  is  entirely  possible  that  a  10%  decrease  in 
transit  ridership  or  a  similar  increase  in  background  development 
would  be  sufficient  to  cause  the  LOS  at  several  acceptable 
intersections  to  deteriorate  to  unacceptable  levels,  but  readers 
of  the  Final  EIR  have  no  way  of  assessing  this  possibility. 

1.  Mode  Splits 

The  most  critical  and  most  disputed  assumption  in  the  Final 
EIR's  traffic  analysis  (at  IV. 1-37)  is  that  almost  70%  of  the 
people  coming  to  the  site  during  peak  hours  will  use  public 
transportation,  with  only  3  0%  driving  there.   This  figure  is 
derived  from  mode  split  assumptions  which,  while  justified 


^Such  an  analysis  was  sought  by  various  commentors  on  the 
Draft  EIR.   Massport,  for  example,  requested  a  sensitivity 
analysis  to  test  the  Draft  EIR's  mode  split  assumptions.   The 
Karborpark  Advisory  Committee  laid  out  a  traffic  analysis  which 
involved  seven  different  sets  of  assumptions  as  to  available 
traffic  infrastructure. 
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differently  than  those  in  the  Draft  EIR,  are  essentially 
identical  to  those  that  were  presented  in  the  Draft  EIR  —  and 
that  were  universally  criticized. 

The  mode  split  assumptions  used  in  the  Draft  EIR  were 
calculated  by  taking  1980  census  data  on  how  people  actually  got 
to  work  in  South  Boston  —  the  so-called  "unconstrained"  mode 
split  —  and  adjusting  the  figures  to  reflect  the  fact  that  Fan 
Pier  would  not  provide  enough  parking  to  accommodate  all  of  those 
projected  to  drive.   (Traffic  and  Parking  Appendix  at  13-15,  26- 
27,  Draft  EIR  Technical  Appendices.)   This  parking-constrained 
analysis  was  universally  panned  in  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR, 
with  commentors  seeking  a  more  traditional  demand-based  model.® 

The  Final  EIR,  however,  continues  to  rely  on  the  mode  split 
assumptions  of  the  Draft  EIR,  with  minor  modifications.^  The 
Traffic  and  Parking  Appendix  in  the  Final  EIR  Technical 


®For  example,  the  Secretary  noted  (Certificate  at  4-5)  that 
"[p]arking  limitations  alone,  while  profoundly  affecting  transit 
use,  will  not  overcome  the  driving  habit  of  potential  project 
occupants . *  The  Boston  Transportation  Department  stated  that  the 
Draft  EIR's  "approach  is  at  variance  with  traditional 
transportation  modelling  techniques  which  assign  people  to  modes 
based  on  a  variety  of  factors,  such  as  relative  travel  time,  cost 
and  convenience."  The  Executive  Office  of  Transportation  and 
Construction  similarly  sought  "a  demand-based  analysis  of  what 
level  of  8«rvice  characteristics  have  to  be  provided  to  bring 
about  a  financial  district-type  mode  split  in  the  first  place." 

^Th«  only  difference  is  in  the  mode  split  for  office  and 
retail  non-work  trips  for  Pier  4,  for  which  the  automobile  node 
splits  were  increased  to  reflect  the  ample  supply  of  short-term 
parking  at  Pier  4.   (Traffic  and  Parking  Appendix  at  12-13,  Final 
EIR  Technical  Appendices.)   Thus,  the  only  change  made  in  the 
Draft  EIR  mode  split  assumptions  was  based  on  the  same  parking- 
constrained  model  —  the  Final  EIR  figures  were  adjusted  only 
because  people  going  to  Pier  4  for  non-work  office  and  retail 
uses  would  not  be  constrained  by  ♦■he  lack  of  parking. 
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Appendices  (at  12)  mentions  this  important  fact  quickly  and  only 
in  passing,  noting  briefly  that  the  mode  splits  for  almost  all  of 
the  uses  *are  those  used  in  the  Draft  EIR."  A  completely 
different  justification  is  given  for  the  Final  EIR  mode  split, 
however,  undoubtedly  in  response  to  the  universal  criticism  of 
the  parking-constrained  method  of  deriving  those  figures.   It 
seems  suspicious,  though,  that  a  completely  different  and  demand- 
based  methodology  for  deriving  the  mode  splits  used  in  the  Final 
EIR  would  produce  figures  identical  to  those  calculated  using  the 
parking-constrained  model  in  the  Draft  EIR.   A  more  likely 
explanation  is  that  a  new  gloss  was  put  on  the  old  numbers. 

The  new  justification  for  the  old  mode  splits  is  not 
supported  by  any  real  analysis.   The  Final  EIR  (at  IV. 1-36  - 
IV. 1-37)  explains  that  the  choice  of  mode  splits  was  made 

with  an  understanding  that  1995  conditions  in  South  Boston 
will  be  conducive  to  transit  serving  as  the  primary  means  of 
travel  to  and  from  work  ....   These  conditions  include: 
an  urban  environment  and  development  density  that  is  related 
to  that  of  Downtown  Boston  today;  the  projects[']  proximity 
to  Downtown  which,  in  effect.,  makes  the  project  area  an 
extension  of  Downtown  Boston;  a  parking  supply  that  is 
limited  and  a  daily  parking  cost  that  will  be  expensive  and 
equivalent  to  Downtown  rates;  and  most  important  of  all,  an 
extensive  pvxblic  transit  network. 

The  first  two  factors  —  a  development  density  resembling  that  of 

Downtown  Boston  today  and  the  project's  proximity  to  Downtown  — 

do  not  by  themselves  justify  an  assumption  that  commuting 

patterns  will  be  the  same  as  those  Downtown. ^^   The  key  question 


^"^Indeed,  for  some  uses  the  mode  splits  for  the  project 
assume  higher  public  transit  use  for  the  project  than  is  true  in 
Downtown.   For  example,  the  Downtown  mode  split  (Traffic  and 
Parking  Appendix  Table  7  at  17,  Final  EIR  Technical  Appendices) 
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—  as  explained  by  the  Boston  Transportation  Department  and 
Executive  Office  of  Transportation  and  Construction  —  is  whether 
the  project's  demand-generating  characteristics  are  the  same  as 
those  of  Downtovm  developments,  and  those  characteristics  involve 
proximity  to  and  convenience  of  public  transit,  not  just 
resemblance  or  proximity  to  Downtown. ^^   Similarly,  the  fact  that 
parking  is  limited  and  expensive  is  a  factor  but  cannot  be  the 
only  or  determinative  component  of  a  public  transit  demand 
analysis,  as  the  criticisms  of  the  Draft  EIR  established. 

Thus  the  key  to  the  new  justification  for  the  mode  splits  is 
the  "extensive  public  transit  network."  The  Final  EIR  fails, 
however,  to  compare  that  network  —  which  hinges  largely  on  the 
proposed  shuttle  bus  system  and  perhaps  a  future  monorail  —  to 
the  public  transit  network  available  to  Downtown  commuters  to 
assess  whether  the  two  transit  networks  will  produce  similar  mode 
splits.   The  proponents  never  consider  how  the  increased  cost  and 
travel  time  of  using  a  subway/ shuttle  combination  will  affect 
public  transit  use.   No  comparison  is  made  to  the  node  splits 


assumes  that  70%  of  those  working  at  retail  shops  will  use  public 
transit,  while  the  figure  for  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  is  85%  (Traffic 
and  ParJcing  Appendix  Table  3  at  14 ,  Final  EIR  Technical 
Appendic«8) .   The  proponents  never  explain  why  more  retail 
workers  can  be  expected  to  take  public  transit  to  the  project 
than  to  Downtown  locations. 

^^The  Final  EIR  similarly  fails  to  consider  the 
accessibility  of  the  project  to  pedestrians.   The  Final  EIR  mode 
splits  assume  that  pedestrians  will  go  to  the  project  for  non- 
work  trips  to  the  same  degree  that  pedestrians  go  to  Downtown 
locations.   The  project,  however,  is  far  more  inconvenient  for 
pedestrians  than  Downtown  locations.   No  adequate  justification 
has  been  given  for  the  pedestrian  mode  splits. 
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achieved  by  other  intermodal  forms  of  transit  in  Boston  (such  as 
the  airport  and  Medical  Area  shuttles)  or  elsewhere.   Neither 
does  the  Final  EIR  discuss  the  role  of  suburban  express  buses  in 
achieving  the  Downtown  mode  splits  and  the  comparability  of  the 
proposed  express  bus  service  to  that  for  Downtown  locations. 

The  implications  of  the  assumed  mode  splits  being  incorrect 
can  be  seen  from  the  rough  calculations  in  Appendix  A  to  these 
comments.   To  assess  how  an  alternative  mode  split  would  change 
the  Final  EIR  analysis,  CLF  applied  the  trip  generation  rates 
derived  from  the  Draft  EIR's  unconstrained  mode  split  to  the 
Final  EIR  master  plans.   These  mode  splits  are  based  on  joumey- 
to-work  data  for  South  Boston  from  the  1980  census  and  are  used 
in  the  Final  EIR  for  calculating  traffic  generated  by  the  Boston 
Wharf  Company  properties.   See  infra  at  A-1.   The  Draft  EIR 
unconstrained  mode  splits  —  in  which  as  many  as  75%  of  office 
trips  are  by  automobile  —  produce  29%  more  daily  vehicle  trips 
than  the  Final  EIR  mode  splits,  with  54%  more  trips  generated 
during  morning  peak  hour  and  48%  more  during  evening  peak  hour. 
See  infra  at  A-2,  Taible  A.  3.   During  evening  rush,  the 
alternative  mode  splits  produce  significant  increases  in  traffic 
volume  on  key  corridors  —  64%  more  vehicles  on  the  Seaport 
Access  Road  entrance  at  Congress  Street  and  almost  3  0%  more 
vehicles  crossing  the  Northern  Avenue  bridge  than  if  the  project 
is  not  built.   See  infra  at  A-3,  Table  A. 4. 

The  consequences  of  incorrect  mode  split  assumptions  are 
thus  substantial.   The  Final  EIR's  assumption  that  a  relative 
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parking  scarcity  and  a  shuttle  bus  system  will  encourage  transit 
ridership  at  the  same  level  as  in  Downtown  Boston  is  an 
unjustified  assumption  and  a  major  flaw  in  the  traffic  analysis. 
This  flaw  must  be  remedied  in  a  Supplemental  or  Revised  Final  EIR 
with  better-justified  mode  split  assumptions,  preferably 
developed  in  consultation  with  the  Boston  Transportation 
Department  and  Executive  Office  of  Transportation  and 
Construction.   In  addition,  sensitivity  analyses  should  be 
performed  to  assess  the  consequences  of  different  mode  splits. 

2 .  Completed  Infrastructure  Improvements 

A  second  critical  assumption  made  in  the  Final  EIR  is  that 
the  Third  Harbor  Tunnel  and  the  Seaport  Access  Road,  but  not  the 
Central  Artery  depression,  will  be  completed  by  199  5.   The  tunnel 
and  access  road  alone  will  cost  $1.3  billion  and  funding  has  not 
yet  been  authorized,  nor  is  it  clear  if  or  when  fxinding  for  these 
projects  will  be  allocated.   Under  the  most  recently-announced 
schedule,  characterized  by  Transportation  Secretary  Frederick 
Salvucci  as  "ambitious,  but  doable,"  the  Third  Harbor  Tunnel 
would  begin  carrying  traffic  in  1994,  the  northbound  lanes  of  the 
depressed  Central  Artery  would  open  in  1995,  and  the  southbound 
lanes  would  be  completed  in  1996. 

In  the  Draft  EIR  (at  IV. 1-20),  the  proponents  explained  that 
they  had  performed  the  traffic  analyses  both  with  and  without  the 
tunnel/access  road/artery  depression  project  "[bjecause  of 
uncertainties  in  Federal  funding."   There  is  no  reason  to  believe 
that  funding  has  become  more  certain,  yet  the  Final  EIR  ccntair.s 
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no  analysis  of  what  would  happen  if  the  Seaport  Access  Road  and 
Third  Harbor  Tunnel  were  not  completed  in  time  —  or  even  of  what 
will  happen  when  the  depressed  Central  Artery  opens.   The 
proponents'  insistence  that  the  Final  EIR's  assumption  is  the 
most  reasonable  scenario  does  not  justify  their  decision  to 
ignore  the  requests  of  many  commentors,  including  the  Harborpark 
Advisory  Committee  and  Boston  Traffic  and  Parking  Commissioner 
Richard  A.  Dimino  to  analyze  the  project  under  alternative 
infrastructure  assumptions,  including  at  a  minimum  a  scenario  in 
which  all  or  part  of  the  tunnel  project  has  not  been  completed  by 
1995. 

CLF  believes  that  such  an  analysis  will  demonstrate  that  the 
Seaport  Access  Road  and  Third  Harbor  Tunnel,  and  perhaps  the 
depressed  Central  Artery,  are  necessary  and  feasible  mitigation 
measures  for  traffic  and  air  pollution  impacts, ^2  such  that  the 
schedule  for  construction  of  the  project  should  be  tied  to  their 
completion.   This  belief  is  supported  by  the  calculations 
contained  in  Appendix  B  to  these  comments,  which  are  based  on  the 
traffic  analysis  in  the  Draft  EIR,  adjusted  to  reflect  the 
smaller  size  of  the  Final  EIR  master  plans. ^^ 


^^Th*  Draft  EIR,  for  example,  concluded  (at  IV. 2-29)  that 
the  Third  Harbor  Tunnel  project  —  which  includes  the  Seaport 
Access  Road  and  Central  Artery  depression  —  "is  a  significant 
mitigating  measure  for  [air  pollution]  impacts,"  alleviating  all 
or  most  of  the  increase  in  carbon  monoxide  levels  at  the  four 
worst  intersections. 

^^As  noted  above,  see  supra  at  8-9,  the  Final  EIR  warns 
against  comparisons  with  the  traffic  analysis  in  the  Draft  EIR, 
but  offers  no  other  way  to  assess  the  very  real  possibility  of  a 
completed  project  without  the  ber-^fit  of  the  Third  Harbor  Tunnel 
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The  tables  in  Appendix  B  indicate  that  a  fuller  analysis 
would  demonstrate  that  projected  Levels  of  Service  for  key 
intersections  are  grossly  inadequate  without  the  Third  Harbor 
Tunnel  and  Seaport  Access  Road.   Of  eighteen  signalized 
intersections  examined,  the  number  of  morning  peak  hour 
intersections  rated  as  unacceptable  (LOS  of  D,  E  or  F)  increases 
from  five  to  eleven  when  the  new  tunnel  and  access  road  are 
factored  out.   See  infra  at  B-3,  Table  B.2.   Similarly,  the 
evening  peak  hour  shows  an  increase  from  seven  to  fourteen 
unaccepteUDle  intersections.   See  infra  at  B-4,  Table  B.3.   At 
both  peak  hours,  the  volume-to-capacity  ratio  increases 
dramatically  at  many  important  intersections.   Roadway  volumes 
similarly  show  substantial  increases  without  the  Tunnel  and 
Seaport  Access  Road.  See  infra  at  B-5,  Table  B.4. 

Even  the  traffic  distribution  patterns  in  the  Final  EIR 
demonstrate  the  need  for  these  infrastructure  improvements  to  be 
completed  before  the  project  opens.   The  Final  EIR  traffic 
analysis  assumes  that  almost  two-thirds  of  the  project  traffic 
will  use  the  Seaport  Access  Road  (Final  EIR  Technical  Appendices, 
Traffic  and  Parking  Appendix  at  27) .   Without  the  access  road  and 
new  tunnel,  Fan  Pier  will  undoubtedly  cause  gridlock  in  South 
Boston  and  further  incapacitate  traffic  movement  on  the  Central 
Artery.   It  is  therefore  imperative  that  a  Supplemental  or 


and  Seaport  Access  Road  to  mitigate  the  expected  traffic  impacts, 
CLF's  attempt  to  roughly  calculate  this  impact  in  no  way  negates 
the  need  for  a  fuller  such  analysis  to  be  performed  in  the 
Supplemental  or  Revised  Final  EIR. 
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Revised  Final  EIR  analyze  traffic  impacts  for  the  case  of  delayed 
completion  of  the  Seaport  Access  Road  and  Third  Harbor  Tunnel. 

Similarly,  the  additional  analysis  should  investigate 
impacts  with  and  without  depression  of  the  Central  Artery  in 
order  to  ascertain  whether  that  project  should  be  considered  a 
mitigation  measure  for  Fan  Pier's  traffic  impacts.   Almost  one- 
third  of  the  traffic  generated  by  the  project  will  go  north 
(Table  IV. 1-18  at  IV. 1-41),  adding  over  5,000  vehicles  daily  to  a 
roadway  which  the  Executive  Office  of  Transportation  and 
Construction  ("EOTC")  describes  as  already  being  "plagued  by  a 
breakdown  condition  in  the  evening  rush  hour  that  lasts  from  3PM 
to  8PM. "   EOTC  also  states  that  the  increased  volxime  on  the 
Northern  Avenue  bridge  projected  for  1995  —  due  in  large  part  to 
Fan  Pier  —  "implies  massive  back  up  queues  in  all  directions"  at 
the  Atlantic  Avenue/Northern  Avenue/ Central  Artery  intersection. 
The  agency  concluded  that  the  Third  Harbor  Tunnel  alone  would  not 
sufficiently  mitigate  the  project's  impacts  and  that 
"reconstruction  of  the  Central  Artery  is  also  essential." 

Thus  there  is  every  reason  to  believe  that  depression  of  the 
Central  Artery  may  be  as  important  as  construction  of  the  Seaport 
Access  Road  and  Third  Harbor  Tunnel  as  a  means  of  mitigating  Fan 
Pier's  traffic  impacts.   The  rough  calculations  in  Appendix  B  to 
these  comments  demonstrate  that,  while  the  Atlantic 
Avenue/Northern  Avenue/Central  Artery  intersection  provides  an 
unacceptable  Level  of  Service  under  all  scenarios,  it  degenerates 
from  "E"  to  "F"  during  morning  peak  hours  if  the  expanded  Central 


20 

Artery  is  not  in  place.   See  infra  at  B-3,  Table  B.2.   Additional 
analysis  is  needed  to  confirm  the  need  to  link  construction  of 
Fan  Pier  to  depression  of  the  Central  Artery. 

Those  scenarios  which  do  involve  completion  of  one  or  more 
of  the  traffic  infrastructure  improvements  should  also  present  a 
more  complete  analysis  than  that  given  in  the  Final  EIR.   For 
example,  the  Final  EIR  fails  to  evaluate  traffic  movement  on  the 
ramps  to  the  Seaport  Access  Road.   Even  while  assigning  over  60% 
of  all  traffic  generated  by  Fan  Pier  to  the  Seaport  Access  Road, 
the  Final  EIR  does  not  address  the  possibility  of  gridlock 
created  by  backups  on  the  Seaport  Access  Road  ramps.   These  ramps 
would  be  situated  in  such  a  way  that  vehicles  waiting  to  turn 
onto  them  would  paralyze  local  intersections,  perhaps  on  a  scale 
never  before  seen  in  South  Boston.   Such  a  picture  does  not  bode 
well  for  the  effort  to  discourage  the  use  of  South  Boston's 
residential  streets  by  commuters  and  commercial  vehicles. 

CLF  believes,  based  on  the  rough  calculations  in  Appendix  B, 
that  if  the  project  is  allowed  to  open  at  its  current  scale 
before  the  opening  of  the  Seaport  Access  Road,  Third  Harbor 
Tunnel  and/or  depressed  Central  Artery,  the  potential  for  daily 
disaster  facing  residents  and  commuter  in  South  Boston  is  limited 
only  by  the  imagination.   Supplementary  analysis  is  needed  to 
confirm  the  importance  of  these  infrastructure  improvements  in 
absorbing  the  traffic  impacts  of  Fan  Pier.   If  this  analysis 
bears  out  CLF's  tentative  conclusion,  the  Supplementary  or 
Revised  Final  EIR  must  also  include,  as  a  mitigation  measure,  a 
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conunitment  to  phase  construction  of  the  project  to  the  timing  and 
availability  of  the  needed  infrastructure  improvements.^^ 

3.  Background  Development  Projections 

Another  critical  factor  in  calculating  expected  Levels  of 
Service  in  the  1995  build  year  is  the  traffic  pressure  from  other 
nearby  developments.   The  proponents,  after  consulting  various 
studies  and  landowners  in  the  Fort  Point  Channel  area,  produced 
background  development  projections  that  are  substantially  lower 
than  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR  and  other  projections  obtained  by 
CLF  would  suggest. ^^  The  EIR  projections  and  more  up-to-date 
estimates  for  the  same  seven  parcels  are  compared  in  Table  I. 
These  data  show  that  EIR  projections  add  up  to  onlv  31%  of  the 
total  development  now  expected  in  the  area. 

Particularly  glaring  is  the  example  of  the  Cabot,  Cabot,  and 
Forbes  (CC&F)  property.   In  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR,  CC&F 
stated  its  intention  to  develop  the  parcel  south  of  Northern 
Avenue  to  approximately  the  same  density  as  Fan  Pier/Pier  4, 
approximately  five  million  square  feet  of  mixed  use  space.   This 
exceeds  by  almost  4.5  million  square  feet  the  projection  listed 
in  the  Draft  EIR.   In  response,  the  Final  EIR  stated  that 


^^Similar  requests  for  requiring  the  project  to  be  developed 
in  phase  with  the  construction  of  necessary  infrastructure 
improvements  and  mitigation  measures  were  made  by  the  Secretary 
(Certificate  at  6)  and  numerous  commentors  on  the  Draft  EIR 
including  the  Boston  Transportation  Department  and  Citizens 
Advisory  Committee.   The  Final  EIR  does  not  respond  to  these 
requests. 

^^For  the  convenience  of  the  Secretary,  a  copy  of  the  Stull 
and  Lee  heliport  study  has  been  attached  to  the  set  of  comments 
filed  with  the  MEPA  office. 
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Table  I.  Difference  between  Final  EIR  Background 
Development  Projections  and  Corrected  Projections 


FEIR 

Corrected 

Parcel 

Projection 

PJToiectJLon 

Difference 

Source 

Commonwealth  Pier 

725,000 

2,620,000 

1,895,000 

1 

Commonwealth  Flats 

865,000 

2,626,000 

1,761,000 

2 

Fish  Pier  6 

148,000 

346,000 

198, 000 

2 

CC&F 

510,000 

5,000,000 

4,490,000 

2,3 

Boston  Wharf  Co. 

878,000* 

930,000 

52,000 

2 

Gillette  Co. 

105,000 

105,000 

0 

2 

Bos . Mar . Ind . Park 

625.000 

675.000 

50,009 

2 

Total            2 

1,856,000 

12,302,000 

8,446,000 

♦Includes  conversion  of  557,000  square  feet  of  industrial  space 
to  23  6  housing  units. 

Sources:   (1)  World  Trade  Center  comments  on  Draft  EIR;  (2)  Stull 
and  Lee,  "Heliport  Site  Analysis:  Opportunities  &  Constraints"; 
(3)  Cabot,  Cabot,  and  Forbes  comments  on  Draft  EIR 

"[alnticipating  the  long-term  development  density  for  the  CC&F 
property  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  EIR."   Yet  the  discredited 
figure  of  510,000  square  feet  is  used  in  the  Final  EIR 
calculations  about  future  traffic  capacity  demand. ^^ 


^^The  proponent  explained  to  CLF  that  it  adjusted  other 
property  owners'  development  projections  to  reflect  the  fact  that 
not  all  of  the  desired  development  would  occur,  at  least  in  part 
because  city  or  state  permitting  authorities  would  not  allow  it. 
Several  years  ago,  however,  another  developer  night  have 
discounted  these  proponents'  projections  that  they  would  be 
developing  almost  five  million  square  feet  of  mixed-use  space  en 
their  properties.   Existing  zoning  and  other  regulatory  barriers 
cannot,  by  themselves,  establish  the  level  of  development  which 
can  be  expected  on  nearby  parcels 
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Another  problem  with  the  background  development  projections 
is  that  new  development  is  not  projected  for  years  beyond  1995. 
The  draft  CHART  study  reveals  that  development  will  continue  at  a 
significant  rate  beyond  1995  —  almost  4  million  additional 
square  feet  of  development  are  projected  to  be  built  in  South 
Boston  between  1195  and  2010  (CHART  Study  Table  2D-3  at  41) . 
This  development  is  projected  to  cause  adverse  traffic  impacts  on 
the  Seaport  Access  Road,  one  of  the  key  links  in  the  Final  EIR's 
claims  of  negligible  traffic  impacts.   The  draft  CHART  study 
concludes  that  the  Seaport  Access  Road  will  not  serve  the  long- 
term  needs  of  the  area  if  developments  on  a  "financial  district" 
scale  are  allowed  to  proceed  as  planned.   The  study  notes 
(Section  2D  at  69)  that  "travel  demand  on  the  Seaport  Access  Road 
ramps  would  be  nearly  80  percent  of  the  proposed  capacity  on  all 
three  ramps  by  1995.  .  .  .  The  total  development  proposed  .  .  . 
would  ultimately  generate  by  2020  more  traffic  than  the  Seaport 
Access  Road  is  designed  to  accommodate."  Fan  Pier's  contribution 
to  post-1995  traffic  congestion  should  be  analyzed  in  the 
Supplemental  or  Revised  Final  EIR. 

In  another  questionable  assumption,  the  1,125  vehicles  now 
utilizing  the  project  site  for  parking  are  assumed  to  vanish  for 
purposes  of  the  analysis.   All  commuters  to  the  site  are, 
according  to  the  Final  EIR  (at  IV. 1-62),  expected  to  use  either 
transit  or  carpooling  because  on-site  or  nearby  parking  will  be 
unavailable.   Unfortunately,  there  are  strong  indications  that 
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decreased  parking  space  in  Boston  has  not  resulted  in  a 
proportionate  decrease  in  traffic.   Instead,  drivers  may  park 
illegally  or  search  for  other  parking,  thus  increasing 
congestion.   There  is  no  reason  to  believe,  as  the  Final  EIR 
assumes,  that  all  motorists  will  instantly  switch  to  transit  or 
carpooling  the  day  the  Fan  Pier  lot  closes. 

5.  Commercial  Vehicles 

The  Final  EIR's  assumptions  about  taxi  and  delivery  vehicle 
trips  are  also  highly  suspect.   All  delivery  vehicles  and  taxis 
have  been  assumed  to  make  two  stops  on  every  trip  to  the  project, 
producing  616  taxi  trips  and  420  delivery  vehicle  trips  per  day 
(Final  EIR  at  IV. 1-39  to  IV. 1-40).   The  Boston  Transportation 
Department  and  other  commentors  have  noted  that  it  is 
inappropriate  to  assume  that  all  taxis  and  delivery  vehicles  will 
serve  two  customers  on  every  trip.   As  with  each  of  the 
assumptions  discussed  above,  this  assumption  represents  a  "best 
case"  scenario  which,  in  concert  with  the  other  assumptions, 
produces  a  seemingly  negligible  project  impact. 

Conveniently,  this  assumption  decreases  the  impact  of  one  of 
the  more  disruptive  traffic  elements  in  South  Boston  — 
commercial  trucks.   Both  the  Final  EIR  (at  IV. 1-17  to  IV. 1-18) 
and  the  draft  CHART  study  (Section  3D  at  8)  indicate  that  roads 
in  South  Boston  support  a  disproportionate  number  of  commercial 
trucks  —  trucks  make  up  18%  of  all  morning  peak  hour  traffic  on 
Northern  Avenue  and  2  5%  or  more  of  the  volume  on  several  South 
Boston  streets.   The  addition  of  several  hundred  trucks  per  day 
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from  Fan  Pier  will  further  increase  this  high  truck  volume. 
Serious  underestimation  of  this  impact  could  have  grave 
consequences  for  traffic  flow  in  South  Boston. 
B.  Traffic  Mitigation  Measures 

Even  given  the  optimistic  picture  painted  by  the  proponent, 
the  Final  EIR  reveals  a  substantial  traffic  impact  stemming  from 
the  enormous  scale  of  the  project.   Under  the  proponents'  own 
assumptions,  the  development  will  generate  an  additional  16,600 
vehicle  trips  daily.  ^"^   Without  mitigation  measures,  the  project 
and  other  new  development  will  cause  deterioration  in  the  Level 
of  Service  at  ten  of  twenty-seven  key  intersections  in  South 
Boston  during  morning  and/or  evening  rush  hour.   Eleven 
intersections  will  experience  unacceptable  Levels  of  Service 
during  morning  or  evening  rush  hour,  with  seven  of  them 
unacceptable  both  morning  and  evening. 

Public  transit  impacts  will  also  be  severe.   The  project 
will  generate  an  additional  4,700  transit  trips  in  the  morning 
peak  hour  and  over  5,000  trips  in  the  evening  peak  hour. 
Ridership  on  three  of  the  seven  MBTA  subway  lines  is  expected  to 
exceed  capacity  in  1995,  even  taking  into  account  currently 
ongoing  improvements  to  the  system.   The  Blue  Line  will  be 
particularly  affected,  with  projected  ridership  totalling  134%  of 
planning  capacity.   The  project  will  also  increase  the  load 
during  the  evening  peak  hour  on  the  Green  Line/West  by  an 


^"^This  figure  is  based  on  Final  EIR  vehicle  generation  for 
Pier  4  and  vehicle  generation  for  Fan  Pier  given  in  the  Deceznber 
1  letter  to  Secretary  Hoyte. 
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additional  4%;  the  total  increase  in  ridership  from  this  project 
and  other  expected  development  will  be  3  3%.   On  the  Orange 
Line/North,  the  project  will  add  4%  and,  with  riders  from  other 
developments,  the  Orange  Line  will  operate  at  153%  of  planning 
capacity  in  1995. 

These  admitted  impacts,  even  in  the  absence  of  the  more 
serious  gridlock  likely  to  result  when  realistic  assumptions  are 
used,  clearly  illustrate  the  need  for  an  effective  mitigation 
strategy.   Unfortunately,  the  proposed  mitigation  measures  are 
not  adequate  to  eliminate  the  serious  threat  to  South  Boston's 
economic  vitality. 

Most  of  the  proposed  mitigation  measures  consist  of  highly 
uncertain  publicly-funded  roadway  construction  or  transit 
expansion  projects.   In  response  to  Secretary  Hoyte's  request 
(Certificate  at  5)  for  ^considerably  more  assurance  of  the 
feasibility,  funding,  responsibility,  and  timing  of  these 
measures,*  the  reader  is  referred  to  Table  IV. 1-35  at  IV. 1-81). 
That  table,  however,  identifies  only  the  agency  under  whose 
jurisdiction  the  particular  improvement  would  fall  and  the 
assistance  to  be  provided  by  the  proponent.   No  data  is  given  on 
feasibility,  funding  or  timing,  presumably  because  (Final  EIR  at 
IV. 1-117)  *[t]he  complexity  and  magnitude  of  some  of  these 
measures  precludes  obtaining  firm  commitments  at  this  time." 

Along  the  same  lines,  the  Secretary  requested  (Certificate 
at  6)  a  "clear  schedule  relating  the  demands  of  this  and  other 
projects  to  anticipated  roadway  capacity."  Since  no  schedule  cf 


27 

improvements  is  included,  other  than  the  assumption  that  the  as- 
yet  unfunded  Seaport  Access  Road  and  Third  Harbor  Tunnel  will  be 
in  place  by  1995,  the  proponent  cannot  be  said  to  have  complied 
with  this  requirement. 

The  proponent's  mitigation  "wish  list"  (Table  IV, 1-35  at 
IV. 1-81)  ranges  from  ridesharing  programs  and  pedestrian  walkways 
to  road  construction,  bus  service,  and  water  taxis.   Of  the 
thirteen  mitigation  measures  listed  that  would  require 
significant  funding,  the  proponent  offers  no  more  than  planning 
assistance  for  nine  of  them.   The  summary  of  traffic  mitigation 
measures  (at  VII-1  to  VII-3)  is  equally  telling  —  almost  all  of 
the  proposals  begin  with  verbs  such  as  "encourage,*  "evaluate," 
"work  with,"  "cooperate  with"  and  "promote." 

A  typical  example  of  a  mitigation  strategy  is  a  series  of 
intersection  improvements  that  would  ostensibly  be  undertaken  by 
the  Boston  Traffic  Department.   The  Department  currently  has  no 
plans  to  complete  these  improvements  and  the  Final  EIR  includes 
no  consideration  of  possible  impacts  of  these  changes  on  traffic 
elsewhere  in  South  Boston. 

Similarly,  as  to  transit  mitigation  measures,  the  Final  EIR 
lists  increased  capacity  on  the  Blue  Line  as  a  mitigation  measure 
but  discusses  no  sources  of  funding.   The  proponent  recommends 
(at  IV. 1-115)  shortening  headways  from  four  minutes  to  three  to 
"increase  ^.lanning  capacity  from  6,600  to  8,800  and  bring  the 
volume-to-planning-capacity  ratio  to  the  ideal  of  100  percent." 
However,  the  Final  EIR  notes  (at  IV. 1-115)  that  "additional 
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rolling  stock  and  operating  crews  would  be  required,"   and  does 
not  offer  financial  assistance  or  discuss  availability  of  public 
funds.   The  extensive  improvements  now  being  conducted  by  the 
MBTA  do  not  include  capacity  expansion  on  the  Blue  Line. 

As  another  important  component  of  the  mitigation  strategy, 
the  Secretary's  Certificate  (at  6-7,  emphasis  added)  required 
"serious  consideration  of  and  private  commitment  to  water  based 
transportation."   The  Final  EIR  indicates  the  proponent's 
intention  to  provide  docking  facilities  and  partial  funding  for  a 
water  taxi  pilot  project,  but  offers  no  commitment  to  provide 
actual  boat  services.   The  Final  EIR  also  fails  to  identify  who 
might  be  interested  in  providing  these  services.   There  is  no 
assurance  that  the  alleged  water  based  transportation  element 
constitutes  only  an  illusory  mitigation  measure  and,  perhaps,  an 
equally  illusory  water-dependent  public  benefit  for  purposes  of 
Chapter  91. 

In  addition  to  lack  of  firm  commitments  as  to 
responsibility,  funding  and  timing,  the  mitigation  strategy  in 
the  Final  EIR  concentrates  too  heavily  on  creating  disincentives 
to  unwanted  behavior  and  fails  to  consider  ways  to  promote 
desired  behavior.   For  example,  a  major  goal  of  all. 
transportation  planning  for  South  Boston  must  be  the  elimination 
of  non-residential  traffic  from  residential  streets.   This  goal 
can  best  be  accomplished  by  upgrading  the  Levels  of  Service  at 
key  intersections  and  thereby  removing  the  incentive  to  turn  off 
onto  back  streets.   Most  of  the  discussion  in  the  Final  EIR, 
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however,  centers  around  enforcement,  signing,  and  other  measures 
that  attempt  to  alter  normal  human  behavior.   Most  of  the 
proposed  mitigation  measures  consist  of  prohibitions  or  controls 
on  non-resident  drivers  using  South  Boston  streets  and  of 
restrictions  on  double  parking  and  on-street  unloading  by 
delivery  vehicles  on  the  main  corridors. 

This  publicly- funded,  behavioral  approach  presents  several 
problems.   First,  there  is  no  guarantee  that  public  funding  will 
always  be  available  for  this  purpose,  nor  is  it  clear  that 
taxpayers  should  be  asked  to  shoulder  the  burden  of  mitigating 
the  project's  traffic  impacts  and  thereby  shield  the  developers 
from  public  complaints  about  those  impacts.   In  addition,  such 
mitigation  measures  do  not  solve  the  problem  of  how  the 
businesses  along  non-residential  streets  will  function  when 
delivery  vehicles  and  customers  are  discouraged  from  using  them. 
This  fundamental  conflict  over  the  use  of  the  roadway  may  only  be 
resolved  by  improving  the  Level  of  Service  along  the  major  South 
Boston  arteries.   The  only  long-term  solution  guaranteed  to  be 
effective  without  continuous,  wasteful  funding  for  draconian 
enforcement  measures  is  the  elimination  of  traffic  backups  on  the 
major  corridors  of  South  Boston. 

Once  realized,  improved  traffic  conditions  can  only  be 
maintained  by  simultaneous  planning  of  roadway  capacity 
improvements  and  traffic  demand.   If  the  goal  of  the  Fan  Pier  is 
to  extend  the  financial  district  across  Fort  Point  Channel,  it 
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must  not  involve  simultaneously  extending  downtown  traffic 
problems  into  South  Boston. 

The  most  promising  mitigation  measure  of  all  —  which  has 
yet  to  be  considered  by  the  proponent  —  is  a  reduced-scale 
alternative.   Secretary  Hoyte  (Certificate  at  5)  echoed  the 
statements  of  many  of  the  commentors  on  the  Draft  EIR  when  he 
stated  that  "[tlraffic  impacts  may  also  be  mitigated  by  a  reduced 
scale  alternative,  which  should  be  seriously  considered."   Since 
no  true  reduced-scale  alternative  has  ever  been  put  forth,  there 
is  no  way  of  evaluating  the  effect  of  a  significant  reduction  in 
scale  on  traffic  and  transit  impacts.   This  is  one  of  the  more 
serious  omissions  in  the  EIR,  particularly  given  the  fact  that 
the  massive  scale  of  the  project  is  entirely  dependent  on  a 
multitude  of  equally  massive,  expensive,  uncommitted,  and 
unfunded  public  infrastructure  improvement  projects.   The 
developer  should  at  long  last  be  required  to  provide  in  good 
faith  a  truly  reduced-scale  alternative,  or  series  of  reduced- 
scale  alternatives,  in  order  to  determine  what  size  project  can 
be  supported  by  the  traffic  infrastructure  of  the  Fort  Point 
Channel  area. 

IV.  TRAFFIC-RELATED  ISSUES  —  AIR  QUALITY 
If  the  project's  traffic  impacts  are  reassessed  based  on  the 
comments  in  Section  III,  the  air  quality  analysis  —  which 
depends  on  the  results  of  the  traffic  analysis  —  will  also  have 
to  be  repeated.   For  example,  more  realistic  assumptions  about 
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Other  development  in  South  Boston  will  produce  higher  background 
levels  of  carbon  monoxide  at  all  intersections.   Different  modal 
split  assumptions  will  generate  more  traffic  and  produce  higher 
estimates  of  carbon  monoxide  attributable  to  Fan  Pier  and  may 
well  require  mitigation  measures  to  be  taken  at  additional 
intersections.   As  discussed  above  with  respect  to  traffic 
mitigation  measures,  the  Supplemental  or  Revised  Final  EIR  should 
spell  out  all  necessary  mitigation  measures  —  both  those 
proposed  in  the  Final  EIR  and  any  additional  measures  suggested 
by  the  re-analysis  of  the  project's  traffic  and  air  quality 
impacts  —  and  explain  how  their  completion  will  be  assured. 

The  most  important  flaw  in  the  air  quality  analysis  is  one 
that  the  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  Engineering  ("DEQE") 
has,  unfortunately,  failed  to  identify.   The  air  quality  analysis 
in  the  Final  EIR  fails  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  DEQE's  1982 
State  Implementation  Plan  ("SIP")  for  ozone  and  carbon  monoxide. 
The  SIP  provides  (at  195)  that  review  of  the  air  quality  impacts 
of  indirect  sources  —  large  facilities  such  as  Fan  Pier  which 
attract  cars  and  other  mobile  sources  of  pollution  —  will  take 
place  through  the  MEPA  process.   The  pollutants  to  be  assessed 
are  both  carbon  monoxide  and  ozone,  because  hydrocarbon  emissions 
from  automobiles  and  other  mobile  sources  are  precursors  to  the 
production  of  ozone,  which  is  the  primary  component  of  smog. 

Massachusetts  is  not  in  attainment  of  the  federal  health- 
based  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standard  for  ozone  and,  based 
on  multiple  measurements  in  excess  of  the  standard  in  1985  and  z- 
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DEQE's  own  admission,  will  not  be  in  attainment  by  December  31, 
1987,  as  required  by  the  federal  Clean  Air  Act.   The  Final  EIR's 
failure  to  analyze  hydrocarbon  production  by  vehicles  and  its 
effect  on  ozone  levels  is  therefore  a  serious  omission  which  must 
be  rectified.   Because  ozone  is  not  a  "hot  spot*  pollutant  like 
carbon  monoxide,  the  analysis  need  only  assess  overall 
hydrocarbon  emissions  and  ozone  levels  at  a  small  number  of 
receptors,  rather  than  at  all  affected  intersections. 

In  addition,  the  SIP  explicitly  requires  hydrocarbon 
mitigation  measures  to  be  provided  as  part  of  the  air  quality 
analysis  for  indirect  sources.   In  the  SIP  (at  195) ,  DEQE  states 
that  it  will  "review  and  assess  the  environmental  analyses  of 
projects  using  the  same  criteria  as  used  for  transportation 
project  review."   The  criteria  for  transportation  project  review 
(SIP  at  196)  require  hydrocarbon  emissions  to  "be  less  than  those 
from  the  no  build  case  in  both  the  short  and  long  term;  in  cases 
where  hydrocarbon  emissions  from  the  preferred  alternative  are 
greater,  then  all  reasonable  and  feasible  hydrocarbon 
reduction/mitigating  measures  shall  be  included."   In  order  to  be 
adequate,  the  proponent's  air  quality  analysis  must  therefore  (1) 
include  an  assessment  of  hydrocarbon  emissions  and  ozone  levels 
associated  with  the  project  and  (2)  propose  all  reasonable  and 
feasible  mitigation  measures. 

DEQE  should  have  requested  this  analysis  at  the  beginning  of 
the  MEPA  process  but  unfortunately  failed  to  do  so.   CLF  has 
informed  DEQE,  in  a  letter  dated  December  11,  1986,  that  its 
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failure  to  require  ozone  analysis  in  this  and  other  EIRs 
constitutes  a  violation  of  the  SIP;  the  letter  stated  that  CLF 
will,  after  the  statutorily-required  sixty-day  notice  period,  sue 
the  Conunonwealth  to  rectify  this  and  other  failures  to  enforce 
the  SIP  as  required  by  the  Clean  Air  Act.   Despite  DEQE's  failure 
to  require  an  ozone  analysis  at  the  scoping  or  Draft  EIR  stage, 
however,  such  an  analysis  must  be  performed  by  the  proponents  in 
order  to  comply  with  MEPA  and  the  Clean  Air  Act.   As  explained 
above,  see  supra  at  3,  MEPA  specifically  provides  that  new 
matters  may  be  raised  whenever  the  issue  "is  of  critical 
importance  to  the  environmental  impact  of  the  project.'   3  0 
M.G.L.A.  §  62H.   Because  Massachusetts  is  not  now,  and  will  not 
soon  be,  in  compliance  with  the  ozone  standard,  the  project's 
impact  on  hydrocarbon  emissions  and  ozone  levels  is  of  critical 
importance. 

V.  URBAN  DESIGN  ISSUES  —  VISUAL  QUALITY.  WIND  AND  SHADOW 
The  Final  EIR's  sections  on  visual  quality,  wind  and  shadow 
discuss  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  project's  building 
massings,  height,  and  setbacks  on  the  comfort  and  accessibility  - 
-  physical  and  psychological  —  of  the  site  to  pedestrians  and 
other  users.   Many  of  the  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR  included 
complaints  about  Fan  Pier's  size  and  density,  particularly  their 
incompatibility  with  the  waterfront  area  in  which  the  project  is 
located,  and  about  Fan  Pier's  wind  and  shadow  effects,  especially 
on  the  public  spaces  within  the  project. 
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The  Secretary  (Certificate  at  10)  and  others  noted  that 
these  concerns  would  be  best  addressed  by  considering  smaller- 
scale  alternatives.   The  Final  EIR,  however,  fails  to  adequately 
address  these  urban  design  concerns  and  to  seriously  consider 
significant  reduction  in  scale  as  a  way  of  mitigating  the 
identified  impacts.   Here  the  failure  to  consider  one  or  more 
reduced-scale  alternatives  is  particularly  important  because, 
short  of  rethinking  the  scale  of  Fan  Pier,  there  are  no 
mitigation  options  available  to  the  proponent  to  adequately 
improve  the  visual  experience  and  reduce  the  wind  and  shadow 
effects  of  the  project. 
A.  Visual  Quality 

From  the  beginning,  one  of  the  biggest  concerns  about  Fan 

Pier  was  its  visual  impacts,  particularly  because  of  the  height 

of  the  buildings  in  the  project.   As  the  Scope  for  the  Draft  EIR 

explained  (at  5) , 

To  date,  with  the  unfortunate  exception  of  Harbor  Towers, 
Boston  is  blessed  with  a  low-profile  waterfront  skyline 
which  creates  a  harmonious  transition  from  the  City's  high- 
rise  spine  to  the  harbor.   This  has  many  advantages  which 
this  Scope  will  not  go  into  at  length.   The  Draft  EIR  should 
strive  for  ways  in  which  this  character  can  be  continued  and 
fostered. 

The  Final  EIR  master  plans  fail  entirely  to  continue  and  foster 

Boston's  much  beloved  low-profile  waterfront  skyline.   As  view  F 

(Final  EIR  at  V.1-45)  indicates,  the  project's  buildings 

radically  alter  and  in  fact  dominate  the  waterfront  skyline.   And 

the  Final  EIR  master  plan  is  not  much  of  an  improvement  over  the 

Draft  EIR  alternative  to  which  it  is  compared. 
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In  addition  to  ignoring  the  concerns  of  the  original  Scope 
and  of  commentors  on  the  Draft  EIR,  the  current  master  plans 
ignore  and  undermine  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority's  ("BRA") 
1984  interim  guidelines  for  development  in  the  Harborpark/Inner 
Harbor  area.   The  Harborpark  interim  guidelines  call  for  building 
heights  of  no  more  than  70-90  feet,  commensurate  with  the  tallest 
buildings  on  the  Boston  Wharf  Company's  properties.   Yet  not  one 
of  the  buildings  in  the  Fihal  EIR  master  plan,  as  revised  in  the 
December  1  letter  to  Secretary  Hoyte,  falls  within  those 
guidelines.   The  low-rise  portion  of  the  Pier  4  hotel  is  only  80 
feet  high  but  the  tower  is  422  feet  high;  one  building  on  the  Fan 
Pier  site  had  been  planned  for  70  feet  but  grew  to  110  feet  to 
accommodate  the  Institute  of  Contemporary  Art. 

The  Final  EIR  claims  (at  V.1-9)  that  "[t]he  proponents  .  .  . 
and  their  architects  have  respected  these  [Harborpark]  goals  and 
those  standards/guidelines  applicable  to  the  master  plan  level  of 
design  for  these  sites."   CLF  can  only  hope  that  the  proponents' 
stated  respect  for  these  guidelines  is  greater  for  the  other 
interim  standards  than  for  the  height  standards.   While  the  BRA 
has  not  yet  set  forth  final  standards,  if  Fan  Pier  is  permitted 
to  build  such  a  radically  non-conforming  project,  future 
guidelines  will  be  meaningless  because  developers  will  be  able  to 
claim  that  the  Fan  Pier  property,  rather  than  the  Boston  Wharf 
Company  properties,  now  sets  the  tone  for  this  area  of  the 
waterfront.   As  some  of  the  members  of  the  Citizens  Advisory 
Committee  noted  in  their  comjnents  on  the  Draft  EIR,  constructing 
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tall  buildings  such  as  the  planned  hotel  towers  so  "near  the 
water's  edge  is  neither  in  the  spirit  of  the  BRA's  Harborpark 
Guidelines  nor  a  proper  precedent  to  set  for  future  harborfront 
building  development." 

Similar  problems  with  visual  quality  are  posed  by  the 
proponents'  failure  to  adequately  analyze  and  respond  to 
complaints  by  the  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  and  others  about 
the  walling  or  "canyon*  effect  created  along  Northern  Avenue  by 
the  project.   As  can  be  seen  in  Views  D  and  E  (Final  EIR  at  V.l- 
37  and  V.1-41),  this  effect  has  been  incrementally  improved  from 
the  Draft  EIR  master  plan,  but  the  massive  scale  of  the  buildings 
still  produces  an  effect  similar  to  that  in  the  financial 
district.   As  the  Boston  Society  of  Architects  pointed  out,  this 
canyon  effect  will  be  exacerbated  when  the  Cabot,  Cabot  &  Forbes 
property  is  fully  developed.   Views  D  and  E  neglects  this  aspect 
of  the  problem  by  leaving  the  existing  parking  lot  in  place  when 
in  fact  that  property  will  almost  certainly  contain  high  rise 
buildings  by  1995. 

What  the  proponent  consistently  fails  to  acknowledge  is  that 
extending  the  scale  of  downtown  development  to  the  waterfront 
automatically  implies  that  the  psychological  environment  will 
also  mimic  that  of  downtown.   The  proponents'  focus  on  creating 
an  extension  of  downtown  completely  overshadows  the  most  unique 
and  important  aspect  of  this  site:   the  fact  that  Boston  Harbor 
lies  only  one  block  away.   As  View  E  (at  V.1-41)  indicates,  the 
Harbor  will  be  completely  hidden  by  the  wall  of  buildings  alcr.g 
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Northern  Avenue.   Yet  as  a  staff  report  by  the  Office  of  Coastal 
Zone  Management  noted,  "Within  a  few  blocks  or  so  of  the 
waterfront,  it  shouldn't  be  necessary  to  ask  a  passerby  where  the 
harbor  area  is  located." 

As  many  commentors  on  the  Draft  EIR  pointed  out,  the  scale 
of  the  buildings  in  the  Fan  Pier  development  also  creates 
inhospitable  visual  conditions  in  the  public  areas,  walkways  and 
surrounding  streets.   The  proponents  claim  that  they  have  reduced 
the  magnitude  of  these  impacts  by  reducing  building  heights  and 
massing,  but  as  noted  above,  see  supra  at  7,  these  changes 
produce  only  a  4.5%  reduction  in  total  square  footage  from  the 
Draft  EIR  alternative.   No  matter  how  much  the  buildings  have 
been  redesigned  from  the  Draft  EIR  alternative,  the  project  still 
consists  of  4.76  million  square  feet  of  built  space,  including 
two  hotel  towers  over  400  feet  tall.   With  such  massive 
structures,  there  is  no  way  to  avoid  substantial  degradation  of 
visual  conditions  and  other  outdoor  environmental  conditions. 
B.  Wind  and  Shadow 

Although  the  Office  of  Coastal  Zone  Management  and  other 
commentors  asked  the  proponents  to  give  high  priority  in  the 
Final  EIR  to  mitigating  the  wind  and  shadow  effects  of  the 
project,  the  proponents  were  content  to  analyze  the  effects  of 
the  slightly  scaled  down  project,  without  comparing  these  effects 
to  those  of  a  truly  reduced-scale  alternative.   The  result  of 
this  omission  is  that  wind  and  shadow  effects  continue  to  make 
the  public  spaces  and  the  project  as  a  whole  dark,  cold  and 


38 
uncomfortable  for  the  public  and  other  users  during  much  of  the 
year. 

The  buildings  in  the  Final  EIR  master  plan,  like  those  in 
the  Draft  EIR,  cast  large  shadows  on  all  areas  of  the  site  at  all 
times  of  year.   In  the  winter  (with  December  21  as  the 
representative  day) ,  almost  all  of  the  site  is  in  shadow  all  day 
long.   Under  typical  spring  and  fall  conditions  (with  March  21  as 
the  representative  day) ,  most  of  the  site  is  in  shadow  in  the 
afternoon;  in  the  morning  and  at  noon  significant  portions  of  the 
public  areas  are  shaded.   Even  during  the  summer  (represented  by 
June  21)  there  is  extensive  shading  of  public  spaces  during  the 
morning,  along  with  significant  shading  of  the  canal  promenades 
during  both  the  morning  and  afternoon. 

Wind  conditions,  while  improved  from  the  No-Build 
Alternative,  are  still  rather  severe.   This  comes  as  no  surprise 
given  the  windy  conditions  prevalent  near  Boston  Harbor,  but  the 
proponents  could  further  reduce  the  effects  by  downsizing  the 
project  and  carefully  arranging  the  buildings.   The  Final  EIR 
focuses  only  on  how  many  sites  fall  within  each  category  of  the 
Melbourn*  Comfort  Criteria  without  considering  where  in  the 
project  the  sites  are  located. ^^  For  example,  the  stations  that 
are  uncomfortable  even  for  walking  are  located  around  the  marina, 
near  the  amphitheater,  and  near  the  public  dinghy  dock  and  water 


^®The  discussion  of  wind  effects  is  based  on  CLF's 
understanding,  from  the  December  1  letter  to  Secretary  Hoyte  and 
discussions  with  the  proponents,  that  the  wind  data  for  the  Final 
EIR  master  plans  is  actually  contained  in  Figure  V.3-6  on  page 
V.3-14,  rather  than  in  Figure  V.3-7  on  page  V.3-16. 
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taxi  landing,  where  people  should  be  able  to  sit  or  stand  for 
long  periods  of  time.   The  Harborwalk  around  Fan  Pier  is 
acceptable  for  walking,  but  not  even  for  short  periods  of  sitting 
or  standing.   Few  sites  in  the  plaza,  near  the  amphitheater,  and 
along  the  canal  are  acceptable  for  long  periods  of  sitting  or 
standing,  making  it  unlikely  that  people  will  use  these  spaces 
for  eating  in  a  sidewalk  cafe  or  listening  to  a  concert,  as  the 
proponents  claim  in  the  Final  EIR  (at  V.5-1). 

Shadow  and  wind  effects  along  Northern  Avenue  are  played 
down  considerably  in  the  Final  EIR,  with  repeated  reference  to 
decreased  building  heights  and  increased  setbacks.   The  actual 
changes  from  the  Draft  EIR  alternative  are  not  significant, 
however,  and,  as  noted  above,  the  Final  EIR  fails  to  account  for 
the  inevitable  canyon  effects  from  the  development  of  the  Cabot, 
Cabot  &  Forbes  parcel  across  Northern  Avenue. 

Additional  analysis  of  wind  and  shadow  effects  should  be 
performed  in  a  Revised  or  Supplemental  EIR,  with  an  emphasis  on 
alternative  building  heights,  setbacks  and  arrangements  designed 
to  provide  sun  and  comfortable  (Melbourne  Categories  4  and  5) 
conditions  along  the  Harborwalk,  in  the  plazas  and  near  the 
amphitheater  and  on  the  canal  promenades. 

VI.  URBAN  DESIGN  ISSUES  —  TIDELANDS  AND  PUBLIC  PURPOSE 
The  tidelands  of  Massachusetts  are  a  precious  and  fragile 
resource.   Properly  used,  the  transition  zone  between  water  and 
land  can  be  a  vital  locus  of  water-dependent  commerce  and  a 
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significant  stage  for  public  experience  of  the  natural 
environment.   Recognizing  that  the  tidelands  are  an  important 
common  heritage,  state  law  requires  that,  to  be  licensed,  any 
non-water  dependent  use  of  these  tidelands  must  (1)  "serve  a 
proper  public  purpose,"  (2)  "provide  a  greater  public  benefit 
than  detriment  to  the  rights  of  the  public"  in  the  tidelands,  and 
(3)  be  "consistent  with  the  policies  of  the  Massachusetts  coastal 
zone  management  program."   91  M.G.L.A.  §  18.   As  with  all 
permits,  the  EIR  must  discuss  these  standards  and  show  "how  and 
to  what  degree  the  project  will  comply"  with  them.   3  01  CMR 
11.07(6) . 

The  discussion  of  Chapter  91  benefits  and  detriments  is 
particularly  important  for  Fan  Pier,  which  is  only  one  of  many 
developments  that  will  be  proposed  for  this  area  of  South  Boston. 
CLF  believes  that  an  appropriate  process  for  allocating 
development  rights  in  South  Boston  involves  first  determining 
what  level  of  development  can  be  supported  by  the  carrying 
capacity  of  the  area  and  then  allocating  that  capacity 
rationally.   Given  the  mandate  of  Chapter  91,  an  important 
element  in  the  allocation  process  must  be  deciding  whether  the 
developm«nt  should  take  place  at  the  water's  edge  or  be  pushed 
back  to  other  sites.   Obviously,  the  extent  to  which  development 
in  filled  tidelands  will  be  found  to  be  appropriate  will  depend 
upon  how  many  public  benefits  a  developer  is  willing  to  provide 
and  how  many  detriments  he  is  willing  to  mitigate.   Without  a 
full  discussion  of  benefits  and  detriments  in  the  EIR,  Chapter  9: 
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decisionmakers  cannot  decide  whether  development  at  the  water's 
edge  is  appropriate. 

In  addition  to  meeting  the  substantive  criteria  of  Chapter 
91,  every  project  licensed  under  that  chapter  must  incorporate 
"all  feasible  measures"  to  "avoid  or  minimize"  environmental 
damage.   30  M.G.L.A.  §  61.   MEPA  regulations  specify  that  the 
evaluation  required  by  Section  61  should  be  contained  in  the  EIR. 
301  CMR  11.01(3).   The  EIR  evaluation  must  be  searching  and 
rigorous,  since  it  comprises  the  substantive,  judicially 
reviewable  record  that  supports  the  Section  61  findings  which 
must  be  made  in  the  Chapter  91  permitting  decision.   1^;  see  also 
Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  v.  Massachusetts  Port 
Authority.  366  Mass.  755,  761  (1975)  ("it  is  the  Final  EIR  which 
provides  the  data  on  which  the  §  61  decision  .  .  .  is  to  be  based 
and  against  which  that  decision  is  to  be  evaluated  by  a  reviewing 
court.") 

Recognizing  this  relationship  between  the  EIR  and  the 
Chapter  91  permit,  Secretary  Hoyte  underscored  in  the  Certificate 
(at  9  -  11)  that  complete  information  was  needed  concerning  the 
impacts  of  the  project  on  environmental  quality  and  land  use, 
especially  as  these  impacts  pertain  to  the  special  public  status 
of  the  project  site.   Similarly,  DEQE's  Division  of  Wetlands  and 
Waterways  Regulation,  which  administers  the  Chapter  91  permit 
program,  requested  "a  detailed  evaluation  of  how  these  projects 
fulfill  the  provisions  of  the  statutory  tests  of  Ch.  91." 
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Despite  the  law  and  these  specific  requests,  the  proponents 
have  failed  to  provide  information  which  is  crucial  to  the 
determination  of  the  Chapter  91  benefits  of  the  project  and  the 
mitigation  measures  necessary  to  avoid  inappropriate 
environmental  detriments  pursuant  to  §  61  of  MEPA.   These 
information  gaps  fall  into  two  broad  categories:  omissions 
concerning  impacts  on  the  general  public  interest  in  use  and 
enjoyment  of  the  tidelands  and  specific  omissions  concerning 
impacts  on  the  fulfillment  of  special  state  coastal  and  maritime 
land  use  policies. 

For  both  types  of  impacts,  an  adequate  discussion  should 
read  something  like  a  cost/benefit  analysis  of  the  project's 
benefits  and  detriments.   Although  the  Supplemental  or  Revised 
Final  EIR  need  not  be  as  quantitative  as  a  typical  cost/benefit 
analysis,  some  quantification  and  economic  analysis  is 
appropriate.   For  example,  an  adequate  discussion  would  include 
consideration  of  how  the  project  would  affect  local  property 
values  and  thus  rents  in  nearby  residential  areas  and  the 
viability  of  maritime  industries  in  the  nearby  port  area. 
A.   General  Public  Interest  in  the  Tidelands 

Th«  public  interest  in  open  space,  waterfront  access  and  the 
preservation  of  marine  and  waterfront  natural  resources 
represents  the  core  of  the  public  benefits  and  detriments  to  be 
weighed  in  a  Chapter  91  determination.   Massachusetts  Coastal 
Zone  Management  ("CZM")  Policy  18  —  which,  like  all  CZM 
policies,  must  be  met  before  a  Chapter  91  permit  is  issued  — 
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mandates  the  "compatibility  of  proposed  development  with  local 
community  character  and  scenic  resources."   CZM  policies  also 
require  heightened  scrutiny  of  developments,  like  Fan  Pier,  which 
may  affect  scenic  recreational  resources  such  as  Boston  Harbor. ^^ 

Over  and  above  the  CZM  conformity  requirement,  the  Chapter 
91  regulations  also  provide  more  generally  that  "any  project  that 
is  harmful  to  the  public  ownership  of  the  Commonwealth  tidelands 
or  that  would  significantly  impair  the  value  of  those  tidelands 
to  the  public  shall  not  be  allowed."   310  CMR  9. 22(4). 20   Among 
the  factors  considered  in  this  determination  are  the  impacts  of 
the  project  on  public  views  of  the  water,  shadow  and  wind 
impacts,  and  the  degree  of  public  access  to  water  afforded  by  the 
project.   310  CMR  9.22(5).   The  regulations  further  emphasize 
that  environmental,  social  and  aesthetic  factors  are  central  to  a 
Chapter  91  public  benefits  evaluation.   310  CMR  9.07(2) (k). 


^^CZM  Policy  13,  for  example,  requires  review  of 
"developments  proposed  near  existing  public  recreational  sites  in 
order  to  minimize  their  adverse  impacts,"  including  the 
"degradation  of  the  recreational  experience  through  change  in 
site  character."  Similarly,  CZM  Policy  24  promotes  development 
of  "new  public  areas  for  coastal  recreational  activities,"  while 
CZM  Policy  21  seeks  to  "[i]mprove  public  access  to  coastal 
recreation  facilities." 

2 ^Throughout  the  Draft  and  Final  EIRs,  the  proponents 
purport  to  exempt  themselves  from  the  Chapter  91  regulatory 
requirements  specific  to  Commonwealth  tidelands  by  claiming  that 
the  original  warranty  deed  for  the  site  was  not  a  "grant"  withir. 
the  meaning  of  91  M.G.L.A.  §  1.   There  is  no  common  sense  or 
legal  support  for  this  distinction.   In  any  event,  this 
distinction  would  be  irrelevant  in  light  of  the  1983  amendments 
to  Chapter  91,  which  extended  identical  protection  to  all 
tidelands. 
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Notwithstanding  these  requirements,  the  Final  EIR  fails  to 
provide  basic,  accurate  information  necessary  to  permit  a  full 
analysis  of  environmentally-related  project  benefits  and 
detriments.   As  discussed  throughout  these  comments,  the  Final 
EIR  fails  to  provide  accurate  information  concerning  the  negative 
traffic,  air  quality  and  sewage  impacts  of  the  project  and  fails 
to  provide  crucial  information  concerning  mitigation  measures 
that  would  reduce  or  eliminate  these  impacts.   In  addition  (as 
discussed  in  Sections  II,  V,  and  VII  of  these  comments),  the 
Final  EIR  fails  to  evaluate  adequately  lower-density  project 
alternatives  that  would  promote  greater  public  access  to  the 
Boston  waterfront  and  enhance  public  spaces  by  reducing  shadow 
and  wind  impacts  and  obstruction  of  harbor  views. 

Without  such  data  and  analysis,  the  Chapter  91  decision- 
makers will  be  unable  to  make  adequately  supported  findings 
concerning  the  environmentally-related  public  benefits  and 
detriments  of  the  project  and  the  mitigation  measures  necessary 
for  the  project  to  meet  the  environmental  criterion  of  Section  61 
of  MEPA.   In  the  Supplemental  or  Revised  Final  EIR,  the  chapter 
on  Tidelands  and  Pxiblic  Purpose  should  contain  a  more  thorough 
analysis  of  all  of  the  project's  general  benefits  and  detriments 
(including  variants  under  different  meaningfully  reduced-scale 
alternatives)  and  the  mitigation  measures  available  to  tip  the 
balance  so  that  benefits  will  outweigh  detriments. 
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B.   Maritime  Values  and  State  Coastal  Land  Use  Policies 

A  second  major  focus  of  Chapter  91  and  its  regulations  is 
the  preservation  and  enhancement  of  maritime  industrial  uses  in 
tidelands.   For  example,  as  noted,  Chapter  91  requires  that  all 
projects  be  consistent  with  the  Massachusetts  Coastal  Zone 
Management  program.   Policy  7  of  that  program  seeks  to  "encourage 
the  location  of  maritime  commerce  and  development  in  segments  of 
urban  waterfront  designated  as  port  areas"  and  "prevent  the 
exclusion  of  maritime  dependent  industrial  uses  that  require  the 
use  of  lands  subject  to  tidelands  licenses."  The  Chapter  91 
regulations  amplify  that  all  projects  must  be  consistent  with 
"policies  .  .  .  concerning  the  development  of  designated  port 
areas,"  310  CMR  9.07(2) (g),  among  which  is  the  policy  that  no 
non-water  dependent  use  may  be  licensed  if  it  "conflicts"  with  a 
water-dependent  use.   310  CMR  9.24(4). 

These  policies  are  of  special  moment  to  the  Fan  Pier 
proposal  because  the  combined  site  is  located  within  600  yards  of 
the  South  Boston  "designated  port  area."  310  CMR  9.98  &  Appendix 
A.   This  port  includes  a  large  United  States  Naval  Reservation  as 
well  as  major  docking  and  loading/unloading  facilities  for 
commercial  container  ships. 

Given  the  proximity  of  Fan  Pier  to  a  protected  port,  it  is 
important  to  underscore  a  simple  but  crucial  point  that  is 
repeatedly  ignored  in  the  Final  EIR:  the  port-protective  policies 
under  Chapter  91  require  review  of  the  impacts  of  a  development 
on  neighboring  designated  port  areas,  not  just  development 
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proposed  in  such  areas.   In  particular,  310  CMR  9.22(4)  makes 
clear  that  projects  must  be  reviewed  for  their  impact  on 
"Commonwealth  tidelands"  generally  (which  here  would  include  the 
South  Boston  port  area) ,  not  just  on  the  tidelands  on  which  the 
project  is  proposed  to  be  built.   Hence,  despite  the  developer's 
insistence  to  the  contrary, 21  the  project's  potential  negative 
traffic  and  development  impacts  on  the  South  Boston  port  area 
fall  squarely  within  the  scope  of  Chapter  91  and  the  MEPA 
process. 

Indeed,  Chapter  91  and  CZM  policies  focus  directly  on 
traffic  impacts  from  projects  which,  like  Fan  Pier,  are  adjacent 
to  port  areas.   CZM  Policy  7,  for  example,  singles  out  for 
protection  not  only  the  port  area  itself  but  also  *the  special 
physical  and  operational  requirements"  of  the  port;  properly 
functioning  surface  transportation  for  cargo  loading  and 
unloading  is  well  within  the  scope  of  this  provision.   As  if  to 
underscore  the  point  further,  the  Chapter  91  regulations  state 
that  no  project  may  impair  the  "the  right  to  conduct  .  .  .  any 
activity  involving  transport  or  the  loading  of  goods  or  objects 
to  or  from  any  .  .  .  watercraft."   310  CMR  9.22(2) (c).   The 
anticipated  vehicle  flood  from  Fan  Pier,  and  particularly  its 
impact  on  the  all-important  ramps  to  the  proposed  Seaport  Access 
Road,  clearly  must  be  addressed  under  this  provision.   In 
addition,  an  adequate  EIR  would  evaluate  the  impact  on  cargo 


2^See  Final  EIR  Technical  Appendices,  "Relationship  of  Far. 
Pier  and  Pier  4  Developments  to  Massachusetts  Coastal  Zone 
Policies"  at  10, 
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movement  of  opening  the  project  prior  to  completion  of  the 
Seaport  Access  Road. 

Contrary  to  this  mandate,  the  Final  EIR  omits  crucial  data 
and  analysis  allowing  the  assessment  of  Fan  Pier's  potential 
traffic  and  spin-off  development  impacts  on  the  South  Boston  port 
area.   Even  had  defensible  traffic  estimates  been  produced,  the 
Final  EIR  does  not  even  purport  to  analyze  the  extent  to  which 
the  project's  traffic  impacts  will  affect  the  specific  cargo 
movement  needs  of  the  South  Boston  port  area.^^   j^  addition,  the 
Final  EIR  is  completely  bereft  of  any  data  or  analysis  concerning 
the  likely  development  pressure  which  Fan  Pier  and  related 
projects  will  place  on  the  South  Boston  port  area  and  to  what 
extent  this  pressure  will  diminish  the  port's  viability  and 
expansion. 2^ 


22to  take  but  one  example,  the  Final  EIR  makes  no  attempt  to 
evaluate  the  economic  impact  of  additional  development-induced 
delays  experienced  by  trucks  servicing  the  waterfront,  or  to 
analyze  whether  substantially  increased  traffic  congestion  will 
lead  to  the  diversion  of  seaborne  cargo  to  other,  less  congested 
New  England  ports. 

^^These  omissions  are  all  the  more  disturbing  in  light  of 
the  many  cominents  on  the  Draft  EIR  raising  the  issue  of  the 
degree  to  which  the  project  would  impede  the  truck  access  so 
necessary  to  the  continued  viability  of  the  port  area  and 
maritim*  industrial  uses  in  South  Boston.   The  Boston  Harbor 
Associates  argued  that  ''[t]raffic  generation  from  the  project,  to 
the  degree  it  impairs  access  to  the  seaport,  could  be  defined  as 
a  public  detriment*  for  purposes  of  Chapter  91.   The  Boston 
Shipping  Association  and  Harborpark  Advisory  Committee  expressed 
concern  that  project-generated  traffic  would  strangle  maritime 
industries  dependent  on  truck  access.   Massport  submitted 
extensive  comments  on  the  need  to  assess  the  impacts  of  the 
project  on  truck  traffic  in  South  Boston.   None  of  these  concerns 
are  addressed  in  the  Final  EIR. 
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Even  without  an  adequate  analysis  of  the  impact  of  traffic 
generated  by  the  project  on  truck  access  to  the  port,  however,  it 
appears  that  the  additional  traffic  generated  by  the  project  and 
associated  development  will  further  constrain  several  already 
congested  roadways  and  bridges  serving  the  port  area.   A 
realistic  assessment  of  the  traffic  congestion  produced  by  Fan 
Pier  could  well  indicate  that  the  project,  as  presently 
constituted,  threatens  the  viability  of  the  port  as  a  major  cargo 
entry  point  for  the  New  England  area.   In  addition,  the 
development  pressure  exerted  by  the  project,  in  its  spearheading 
of  major  downtown  uses  into  South  Boston,  raises  serious 
questions  as  to  whether  existing  maritime  uses  will  suffer  direct 
and  indirect  displacement. 

The  need  for  serious  and  rigorous  analysis  of  the  project's 
impacts  on  CZM  policies,  including  land  use  in  the  port  area,  was 
underscored  by  Secretary  Hoyte  in  his  Certificate  (at  4,  10). 
Rather  than  responding  in  a  manner  that  would  permit  the  pxiblic 
and  Chapter  91  decisionmakers  to  evaluate  project  impacts  on  the 
port  and  fashion  appropriate  mitigation  measures,  the  proponent 
has  simply  ducked  the  issue,  apparently  under  the  theory  that 
projects  outside  the  immediate  perimeter  of  the  South  Boston 
designated  port  area  need  not  be  analyzed  for  their  impacts  on 
the  port.   See  suora  at  45-46.   As  discussed  previously,  this 
position  is  legally  unsustainable  in  light  of  the  broad 
protective  policies  of  Chapter  91,  and  in  any  event  frustrates 
MZPA's  principal  purpose  of  developing  environmental  information 
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sufficient  to  support  the  imposition  of  all  feasible  mitigation 
measures  as  conditions  on  the  Chapter  91  permit. 

Consequently,  a  Supplemental  or  Revised  Final  EIR  should,  at 
a  minimum,  contain  an  analysis  of  the  effects  of  projected 
traffic  generation  (from  the  project  and  background  development) 
on  truck  access  to  maritime  industries  in  and  near  the  designated 
port  area.   Like  the  overall  traffic  analysis,  this  discussion 
should  consider  how  the  impacts  will  vary  with  different 
assumptions  as  to  what  traffic  infrastructure  —  such  as  the 
Seaport  Access  Road  —  has  been  completed  prior  to  the  opening  of 
the  project.   The  cargo-oriented  traffic  analysis  may  have  to 
include  intersections  keyed  to  the  truck  traffic  pattern  in 
addition  to  those  analyzed  in  the  Final  EIR;  Massport's  comments 
on  the  Draft  EIR  specify  some  of  the  critical  intersections.   In 
addition,  the  new  doc\iment  should  analyze  the  effects  of  Fan  Pier 
and  other  South  Boston  development  on  property  values  along  the 
waterfront  and  assess  how  the  development  will  affect  future  use 
of  the  South  Boston  waterfront  as  a  home  for  water-dependent 
industry. 

VII.  URBAN  DESIGN  ISSUES  —  PUBLIC  ACCESS 
The  Final  EIR's  discussion  of  public  access  to  Fan  Pier  (at 
V.5-1)  paints  a  happy  picture  of  people  "sitting  along  the 
water's  edge  or  in  a  sidewalk  cafe  to  view  the  Harbor  and  the 
city  skyline;  playing  catch  in  the  park;  [or]  gathering  with 
others  in  the  plazas  to  listen  to  a  concert  or  watch  fireworks." 
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As  discussed  previously,  however,  the  water's  edge  and  plazas 
will  often  be  in  shadows  and  too  windy  for  people  to  sit  or  stand 
even  for  short  periods  of  time.   See  supra  at  37-39.   An  adequate 
analysis  of  public  access  must  consider  both  the  quantity  and 
quality  of  the  public  spaces,  but  the  Final  EIR  overlooks  the 
qualitative  aspects  entirely. 

Wind,  shadow,  and  the  visual  experience  all  bear  directly  on 
the  accessibility  of  Fan  Pier  to  the  public.   Inhospitable 
environmental  conditions  created  by  building  heights  and  massing 
and  psychologically  unfriendly  visual  features  tend  to  discourage 
use  of  available  open  spaces.   As  the  staff  of  the  Office  of 
Coastal  Zone  Management  pointed  out,  "Of  what  consequence  are 
public  amenities,  especially  for  pedestrians,  if  they  lie  within 
a  zone  of  inhospitable  wind  or  shadow  conditions,  of  obstructed 
view  corridors,  or  of  semi-private  enclaves  that  create  the 
impression  (if  not  the  reality)  of  being  off-limits?" 

The  canal  and  its  promenades  present  a  particularly 
egregious  example  of  the  poor  quality  of  the  proposed  public 
space.   View  C  (Final  EIR  at  V.1-33)  illustrates  the  canyon-like 
surroundings  of  the  canal  and  the  wind  data  in  Figure  V.3-6  (at 
V.3-14)  confirm  that  this  effect  makes  the  canal  area  vulnerable 
to  wind  velocities  which  would  discourage  prolonged  sitting  on 
the  proposed  benches.   The  Harborpark  Advisory  Committee's 
assessment  of  the  canal  in  its  Draft  EIR  comments  still  holds 
true:   "Given  Boston's  climatological  conditions  and  the  shadow 
impacts  and  scale  of  the  buildings  which  abut  it,  the  canal  nay 
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well  turn  out  to  alienate  pedestrians  except  during  the  months  of 
July  and  August." 

The  enormous  traffic  congestion  expected  near  the  site  and 
the  need  to  use  intermodal  public  transit  to  reach  it  will  also 
discourage  public  use  of  Fan  Pier's  amenities.   The  Final  EIR 
never  discusses  how  people  will  get  to  the  site  to  visit  the 
museum  or  for  concerts  or  fireworks.   As  several  commentors 
noted,  pedestrian  access  is  difficult,  especially  with  the 
relocation  of  the  Northern  Avenue  bridge.   Even  if  people  who 
work  at  the  site  are  willing  to  use  a  subway/shuttle  bus 
connection  in  large  numbers,  this  assumption  is  unlikely  to  hold 
for  those  coming  to  the  site  to  eat,  shop  or  attend  a  concert. 
Indeed,  the  modal  splits  used  in  the  Final  EIR  (Traffic  and 
Parking  Appendix  at  14,  Final  EIR  Technical  Appendices)  assume 
that  a  much  higher  percentage  of  non-work  trips  are  made  by  car 
than  is  true  for  work-related  trips.   Traffic  congestion  could 
drive  potential  users  to  alternative  sites  that  are  more  easily 
accessible  by  car  or  public  transit. 

Given  these  problems  with  the  quality  of  the  public  space 
and  travel  to  the  site,  a  realistic  assessment  of  public  access 
should  include  estimates  of  how  many  people  will  in  fact  use  the 
amenities  provided.   As  the  Harborpark  Advisofy  Committee  noted 
in  its  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR,  "Boston  has  many  windy,  sunless 
places  and  people  don't  use  them."   The  Final  EIR  fails  even  to 
respond  to  the  request  made  by  the  Committee  to  estimate  the 
numbers  of  people  that  could  be  accommodated  by  the  project's 
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public  spaces.   The  Supplemental  or  Revised  Final  EIR  should 
estimate  both  how  many  people  the  project's  public  spaces  could 
accommodate  and  how  many  people  are  projected  to  use  those  areas. 
In  addition,  as  requested  previously,  see  supra  at  39,  the  new 
document  should  contain  a  mitigation  strategy  designed  to 
encourage  public  use  by  ensuring  that  the  public  spaces  are  sunny 
and  comfortable  enough  to  support  the  uses  for  which  they  are 
intended. 

Finally,  CLF  notes  that  the  proponents  exaggerate  the  actual 
amount  of  space  devoted  to  public  areas.   Based  on  Figure  V.5-2 
(Final  EIR  at  V.5-7),  the  claim  of  60%  open  space  apparently 
includes  all  fractions  of  the  basal  area  not  dedicated  to 
building  footprints,  including  roadways.   Public  open  spaces  and 
public  waDcways  as  defined  by  the  proponent  (at  III-16  to  III-22) 
make  up  only  4  3%  of  the  basal  area.   As  a  fraction  of  total  built 
space,  public  areas  comprise  only  12%  of  the  project  —  563,000 
square  feet  of  canal,  public  open  spaces,  public  waDcways  and 
cultural  center  out  of  4.76  million  square  feet  of  built  space. 

VIII.  CONSTRUCTION  AND  OPERATIONS  ISSUES  —  INFRASTRUCTURE 
Th«  Final  EIR  fails  to  respond  to  the  well-founded  concerns 
of  the  Secretary  and  of  commentors  regarding  the  impacts  that 
wastewater  and  stormwater  run-off  generated  by  the  project  will 
have  on  the  badly  polluted  waters  of  Boston  Harbor.   Existing 
treatment  facilities  are  so  inadequate  that  it  is  not  even 
accurate  to  say,  as  the  Final  EIR  does  (at  VI. 2-3),  that  "[ajt 
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Deer  Island,  sewage  receives  primary  treatment  and  chlorination 
before  being  discharged  into  the  Boston  Harbor."  Under  current 
schedules,  sewage  should  be  receiving  adequate  primary  treatment 
at  Deer  Island  by  1995;  legally  required  secondary  treatment  is 
not  due  until  December  1999. 

While  this  proponent  is  obviously  not  responsible  for 
current  conditions,  the  soriry  state  of  the  Harbor  and  of  existing 
sewage  treatment  facilities  makes  it  imperative  that  the 
additional  impacts  from  this  project  be  mitigated  to  the  greatest 
extent  possible.   As  Secretary  Hoyte  points  out  in  his 
Certificate  (at  7) ,  this  project  is  the  equivalent  of  adding  a 
small  town  to  the  already  overtaxed  system.   We  doubt  that  a  new 
suburban  town  would  be  permitted  to  hook  up  to  the  Massachusetts 
Water  Resources  Authority  system  at  this  time,  and  question  why  a 
development  of  this  size  should  be. 
A.  Sanitary  Systems 

While  the  proponent  attempts  to  downplay  the  amount  of 
wastewater  generated  by  the  project,  its  impacts  are  significant. 
The  average  daily  flow  of  0.79  million  gallons  per  day  ("mgd") 
and  peak  flow  of  1.447  mgd  represent  an  increase  of  more  than  10% 
in  flows  in  the  North  Branch  of  the  South  Boston  Interceptor 
projected  for  2010  (7.34  mgd  on  average  and  12.13  mgd  peak).   CLF 
calculates  that  wastewater  generated  by  the  project  would 
increase  the  solids  loading  into  Deer  Island  by  1,875  pounds  per 
day  on  average  and  3,625  pounds  per  day  during  peak  periods; 


54 
slightly  higher  amounts  of  biological  oxygen  demand  would  also  be 
present. 

Since  the  Draft  EIR,  the  proponents  have  decided  to 
construct  a  separate  sanitary  system  to  avoid  surcharging  the 
existing  systems;  the  new  system  will  "initially*  discharge  into 
the  recently  constructed  18-inch  diameter  sewer  in  Northern 
Avenue  near  the  intersection  with  Viaduct  Street.   An  adjusted 
version  of  the  analysis  in  the  Draft  EIR,24  however,  reveals  that 
the  project's  wastewater  flows  will  contribute  to  surcharging  in 
that  sewer  —  the  capacity  of  the  line  is  only  3.04  mgd,  while 
Fan  Pier  combined  with  existing  development  will  generate  peak 
flows  of  3.19  mgd.   When  new  development  in  the  area  is  added, 
the  total  peak  flow  rises  to  3.84  mgd,  indicating  that 
surcharging  by  1995  and  thereafter  will  be  a  serious  problem. 

The  Final  EIR  alludes  to  this  problem  by  promising  (at  VI. 2- 
29)  that  the  remainder  of  a  new  system  will  be  constructed 
"before  the  sanitary  discharge  exceeds  the  capacity  of  the 
existing  18  inch  pipe."  The  document  fails,  however,  to  provide 
any  useful  information  about  the  phantom  "future  sewer"  pictured 


^^Unfortunately,  the  Final  EIR  did  not  replicate  the 
analysis  of  wastewater  flows  and  sewer  system  capacities 
contained  in  the  Draft  EIR  (af  VI. 2-16  to  VI. 2-18) .   In  order  to 
assess  the  adequacy  of  the  18-inch  sewer,  the  figures  from  the 
Draft  EIR  were  used  except  that  0.027  mgd  and  0.054  mgd  were 
deducted  from  the  average  and  peak  flows,  respectively,  to 
reflect  the  downsizing  of  the  projects  and  consequent  reduction 
in  wastewater  generation  from  the  Draft  EIR  to  the  Final  EIR. 
The  flow  estimates  in  the  Final  EIR  probably  underestimate 
wastewater  generation  because  the  size  of  the  Fan  Pier  project 
was  increased  in  a  December  1  letter  to  Secretary  Hoyte  which 
contained  new  calculations  on  traffic  impacts  but  failed  to 
calculate  the  wastewater  generatf-l  by  the  newest  master  plan. 
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in  Figure  VI. 2-15  (at  VI. 2-35):   when  it  will  be  built,  what  size 
it  will  be,  and  who  will  pay  for  its  construction.   Because 
surcharging  in  this  18-inch  sewer  is  largely  the  responsibility 
of  the  proponent  —  the  project's  peak  flow  of  1.447  ngd  occupies 
almost  half  of  the  sewer's  3.04  mgd  capacity  and  surcharging 
occurs  even  in  the  absence  of  other  new  development  —  an 
acceptable  EIR  must  propose  a  sanitary  system  for  the  project 
which  does  not  discharge  into  this  sewer. 

The  project's  wastewater  flows  will  also  contribute  to 
combined  sewer  overflows  ("CSOs")  from  the  regulator  located  at  D 
Street  and  West  First  Street.   The  Draft  EIR  (at  VI. 2-20)  stated 
that  the  Final  EIR  would  contain  predictions  of  the  "voliime 
and/or  increase  in  rate  of  overflow  due  to  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier 
4  Developments,"  but  that  document  contains  no  such  analysis. 
Instead,  the  proponents  (at  VI. 2-30)  admit  that  the  projects  will 
contribute  "some"  wastewater  flow  to  the  overflow  but  claim, 
without  any  supporting  explanation,  that  the  'impact  of  the 
proposed  developments'  sanitary  discharge  will  be  relatively 
insignificant  on  both  the  frequency  and  volume  of  CSO 
discharges."  Given  that  illegal  discharges  are  already  occurring 
during  w«t  weather  conditions,  at  times  all  of  the  additional 
wastewater  generated  by  the  project  will  be  dumped,  untreated, 
into  Boston  Harbor.   That  is  hardly  an  insignificant  impact  and 
in  fact  represents  a  further  violation  of  the  federal  Clean  Water 
Act. 
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Just  as  the  proponents  have  agreed  to  take  financial 
responsibility  for  a  proportionate  share  of  the  sanitary  sewer 
infrastructure  improvements  necessitated  by  their  project,  they 
must  bear  some  of  the  cost  of  controlling  CSO  discharges.   The 
Final  EIR  completely  and  unrealistically  relies  on  publicly- 
financed  mitigation  measures  for  CSOs,  blithely  repeating  (at 
VI. 2-43)  the  assertion  that  "a  proposed  combined  sewage  overflow 
treatment  facility  for  overflows  into  Fort  Point  Channel  and 
Boston  Harbor  is  high  on  the  Extended  Portion  of  the 
Massachusetts  Grants  Project  Priority  List."  As  the  Coastal  Zone 
Management  Office  points  out,  however,  plans  for  this  CSO 
treatment  facility  are  actually  "very  much  up  in  the  air*';  DEQE's 
Division  of  Wetlands  and  Waterway  Regulation  adds  that  all  CSO 
projects  for  the  Inner  Harbor  are  a  very  low  priority.   The 
proponent  must  take  responsibility  for  mitigating  the  project's 
CSO  impacts;  CLF  endorses  the  Division's  proposal  to  require  the 
proponents  to  establish  an  escrow  account  for  use  by  the  Boston 
Water  and  Sewer  Commission  in  carrying  out  needed  CSO  corrective 
measures. 

In  addition,  the  proponents  should  comply  with  the 

Secretary's  Certificate  and  explore  additional  methods  of  sewage 

flow  reduction.   The  discussion  of  mitigation  measures  in  the 

Final  EIR  is  almost  identical  to  that  in  the  Draft  EIR.   Yet  the 

Secretary  found  the  Draft's  discussion  incomplete  and  the 

Certificate  (at  8,  emphasis  added)  stated 

The  proponent  should  explore,  with  Boston  Water  and  Sewer, 
measures  that  both  might  tak«=>  to  reduce  infiltration  and 
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inflow  to  reduce  the  total  burden  of  peak  flow  to  the 
treatment  plants.   This  examination  may  also  include  contact 
with  the  MWRA  to  identify  non-Boston  I/I  reduction 
possibilities,  but  I  expect  that  sufficient  I/I  can  be  found 
and  removed  in  Boston  to  meet  the  2  for  1  policy  that  is  now 
expected  of  suburban  communities.   This  should  be  the  goal 
of  this  effort,  which  should  be  reported  on  the  Final  EIR. 

The  Final  EIR  contains  no  discussion  whatsoever  of  efforts  to 

reduce  infiltration  and  inflow  ("I/I") ,  let  alone  any  serious 

attempt  to  identify  means  of  eliminating  two  gallons  of  I/I  for 

every  gallon  of  wastewater  added  to  the  treatment  system  by  this 

massive  project. 

B.  Storm  Drainage  Systems 

As  DEQE's  Division  of  Wetlands  and  Waterway  Regulation 

points  out,  "[SJtorm  drainage  has  been  shown  to  be  a  significant 

contributor  to  the  degradation  of  the  water  quality  in  Boston 

Harbor."   The  Secretary's  Certificate  (at  8)  required  the  Final 

EIR  to  contain  'a  discussion  of  and  commitment  to  measures  to 

limit  the  potential  effects  of  storm  water  discharge  on  Boston 

Harbor,"  but  the  final  document  makes  no  attempt  to  quantify  the 

amount  or  pollution  loadings  of  storm  drainage  being  discharged 

into  the  Inner  Harbor  and  Fort  Point  Channel.   Instead,  the 

document  alleges  that  the  quality  of  its  stormwater  runoff  will 

be  no  worse  than  it  is  currently,  neglecting  the  Metropolitan 

Area  Planning  Council's  admonition  that  certain  pollutants  not 

necessarily  present  in  runoff  from  undeveloped  sites  may  pose  a 

new  pollution  threat:   winter  salt,  impermeable  surface  drainage, 

roof  and  HVAC  runoff,  and  perhaps  organic  nutrient  runoff  from 

landscaped  areas.   An  adequate  EIR  would  address  these  problems 
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and  indicate  what  pollution  loadings  could  be  expected  of 
discharges  that  conform  to  existing  or  proposed  standards  (such 
as  EPA's  proposed  NPDES  Storm  Water  Point  Sources  regulations) . 
The  Final  EIR  does  contain  more  information  than  the  Draft 
about  the  proponent's  proposed  storm  drainage  system,  but  never 
addresses  whether  discharges  are  appropriately  routed  directly 
into  the  Inner  Harbor  and  Fort  Point  Channel  or  whether 
stormwater  flows  should  be  discharged  further  out  in  the  harbor 
to  produce  more  thorough  mixing.   The  creation  of  a  new 
stormwater  outfall  into  Fort  Point  Channel,  which  will  receive 
the  drainage  from  sidewalks  along  Northern  Avenue,  is 
particularly  troubling.   Fort  Point  Channel  is  already 
significantly  burdened  with  pollution  from  CSOs  and  non-point 
urban  runoff  from  the  downtown  side,  and  the  addition  of  more 
pollutants  from  the  Fan  Pier  side  seems  ill-advised.   The 
decision  to  move  storm  drainage  flows  toward  the  channel  also 
seems  odd  when  sanitary  flows  are  routed  in  the  opposite 
direction. 

IX.  FAILURE  TO  RESPOND  TO  THE  SECRETARY'S  CERTIFICATE 
One  of  the  most  glaring  inadequacies  of  the  Final  EIR,  noted 
throughout  these  comments,  is  its  failure  to  provide  the 
information  and  analysis  required  by  Secretary  Koyte  in  his 
Certificate  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report.   Although 
the  various  unanswered  requests  have  been  noted  previously,  a 
quick  review  highlights  the  quantity  and  importance  of  the 
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missing  analysis  and  thus  the  need  for  that  information  to  be 
contained  in  a  Supplemental  or  Revised  Final  EIR. 

Many  of  the  omissions  relate  to  traffic  mitigation  measures. 
The  EIR  does  not  include  serious  consideration  of  a  reduced  scale 
alternative  to  mitigate  traffic  impacts  or  determine  "the  maximum 
size  of  development  that  can  be  supported  by  probable  traffic 
movement  capacity."   (Certificate  at  5.)   The  final  document 
fails  to  "provide  considerably  more  assurance  of  the  feasibility, 
funding,  responsibility,  and  timing"  of  traffic  mitigation 
measures  as  required  by  the  Certificate  (at  5) .   The  proponents 
have  ignored  the  Secretary's  requests  (at  6)  for  a  program  to 
develop  the  project  in  phase  with  needed  infrastructure 
improvements  and  mitigation  measures,  failing  to  provide  an 
alternative  in  which  "project  phasing  [is]  determined  by  the 
anticipated  timing  of  mitigation  measures"  and  a  "clear  schedule 
relating  the  demands  of  this  and  other  projects  to  anticipated 
roadway  capacity."   Because  the  mitigation  program  focuses  on 
public  improvements,  it  does  not  fulfill  the  Secretary's  requests 
for  consideration  of  "private/public  transit  or  paratransit 
links"  to  MBTA  stops  and  for  "private  commitment  to  water  based 
transportation"  (at  6-7) . 

A  serious  omission  concerns  the  Secretary's  discussion  of 
necessary  infrastructure.   The  Final  EIR  never  even  discusses 
measures  to  reduce  infiltration  and  inflow  ("I/I")  into  sewers, 
despite  the  fact  that  the  Secretary  requested  (at  8)  a  program 
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for  reducing  I/I  with  a  goal  of  eliminating  two  gallons  of  I/I 
for  every  gallon  of  new  wastewater  generated  by  the  project. 

The  EIR  fails  to  meet  the  Secretary's  requests  with  respect 
to  the  tidelands  and  public  purpose  discussion.   The  Certificate 
(at  4)  noted  the  need  for  "further  discussion  of  ways  the  project 
alternatives  might  enhance  delivery  of  public  amenities,  and 
further  examination  of  project  impacts  on  harbor  uses  and  future 
development  in  South  Boston."   Here,  too,  the  Secretary  (at  10) 
requested  development  of  one  or  more  reduced  scale  alternatives 
to  address  concerns  about  visual  effects  and  public  access. 
In  addition,  he  sought  (at  11)  but  did  not  receive  "specific 
consideration  .  .  .  [of]  the  effects  of  access  on  the  use  and 
value  of  public  open  space  and  water  dependent  uses."  The 
Certificate  (at  9)  also  asked  the  proponents  to  clearly  address 
the  question  of  whether  Chapter  91  requires  occupancy  by,  not 
merely  access  to,  a  spectrum  of  the  public  and  to  "consider  a 
broader  range  of  income  levels  for  residents."  Like  most  of  the 
Secretary's  requests  in  the  Certificate,  this  too  went 
unanswered. 

X.  CONCLUSIONS 
CLF  appreciates  the  fact  that  this  proponent  has  been  handed 
a  very  difficult  task  —  the  original  scope  and  the  Secretary's 
Certificate  required  a  broad  range  of  analysis  for  this  project. 
The  breadth  of  the  required  analysis  is,  however,  justified  by 
the  size  of  the  project  and  its  status  as  the  first  downtown-type 
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Channel,  these  developers  have  a  special  obligation  to  analyze 
all  of  the  impacts  of  their  precedent-setting  action.   One  of  the 
most  obvious  impacts  is  that  other  developers  will,  as  the 
comments  on  the  Draft  EIR  indicate,  seek  to  obtain  approvals  for 
similarly  large-scale  development. 

These  proponents  undoubtedly  believe  that  they  cannot  be 
held  responsible  for  such  future  development  and  that  others  must 
address  the  cumulative  consequences  of  future  development  in  the 
area.   But  cumulative  effects  are  just  that  —  and  the  cumulation 
begins  with  the  first  project.   In  addition,  rational  land  use 
and  traffic  planning  does  not  permit  consumption  of  natural  and 
man-made  resources  on  a  purely  first-come,  first-served  basis. 
One  of  the  reasons  for  requiring  a  "carrying  capacity*  analysis 
of  the  South  Boston  development  area,  see  supra  at  6,  is  to 
ascertain  the  total  amount  of  development  the  area  can  aibsorb. 
Then,  that  amount  can  be  allocated  to  developers  on  the  basis  of 
the  mitigation  actions  they  are  willing  to  commit  themselves  to 
and  the  public  benefits  they  will  provide.  'Allowing  the  massive 
Fan  Pier  project  to  absorb  the  available  carrying  capacity  of  the 
South  Boston  waterfront  will  yield  far  lower  net  public  benefits 
than  would  such  a  rational  planning  process  and  will  completely 
undermine  the  utility  of  any  such  process  in  the  future. 

Finally,  we  note  that,  although  these  comments  have 
highlighted  deficiencies  in  the  proponent's  proposed  mitigaticr. 
package,  CLF  has  not  sought  to  identify  additional  mitigation 
measures  or  requested  that  certain,  minimum  mitigation  measures 
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project  to  be  proposed  for  the  Fort  Point  Channel  area.   Neither 
the  cooperativeness  of  this  proponent  in  accepting  a  broad  scope 
for  the  EIR  nor  the  length  of  the  final  document  can  serve  to 
render  this  Final  EIR  an  adequate  assessment  of  the  impacts  of 
Fan  Pier.   These  comments  have  focused  on  the  many  inadequacies 
in  the  Final  EIR's  analysis  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
proposed  development.   The  vast  majority  of  these  deficiencies 
were  identified  by  the  Secretary  and  others  in  comments  on  the 
Draft  EIR,  but  have  not  been  rectified  in  the  final  document.   If 
the  MEPA  process  is  to  be  meaningful  —  if  Secretary's 
Certificates  and  public  comments   are  to  be  considered  important 
inputs  in  the  process  of  environmental  evaluation  —  than  this 
EIR  cannot  be  found  adequate  until  it  has  answered  the  previously 
identified  concerns  and  any  newly  identified  but  critical 
environmental  matters.   A  Supplemental  or  Revised  Final  EIR  is 
necessary. 

The  new  docximent  should  continue  to  assess  Fan  Pier's 
impacts  in  conjunction  with  the  impacts  produced  by  other 
developments  in  the  area  in  1995  and  should  extend  this  analysis 
to  some  designated  subsequent  year  or  years.   The  proponents 
stress  throughout  the  Final  EIR  many  of  the  traffic  and  other 
impacts  predicted  by  their  documents  are  attributable  to  other 
people's  developments.   That  truism  does  not,  however,  absolve 
these  proponents  of  any  responsibility  to  analyze  or  even  to 
mitigate  those  impacts.   As  the  first  project  to  carry  downtown 
building  sizes  and  development  densities  across  Fort  Point 
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be  required  as  a  condition  of  the  Secretary's  approval  of  the 
EIR.   Because  the  Final  EIR  does  not  adequately  identify  the 
project's  impacts,  CLF  and  others  cannot  now  assess  what  program 
of  mitigation  measures  would  be  necessary  to  address  the  true 
level  of  impacts.   In  addition,  under  the  current  process  the 
first  opportunity  that  the  public  will  have  to  assess  the 
adequacy  of  the  new  mitigation  package  will  be  in  the  thirty-day 
review  period  for  the  Supplemental  or  Revised  Final  EIR,  an 
obviously  inadequate  window  in  which  to  assess  such  a  crucial 
issue.   CLF  recommends  that  the  Secretary's  Certificate  on  the 
Final  EIR  create  a  process  by  which  groups  such  as  CLF  can 
participate  in  the  supplementation  or  revision  of  the  EIR  so  that 
mitigation  measures  can  be  evaluated  in  conjunction  with  the  new 
analysis  of  environmental  impacts. 


APPENDTX  A 

ALTERNATIVE  MODE  SPLIT  ASSUMPTIONS: 

COMPARISON  OF  FINAL  EIR  MODE  SPLIT 

WITH  DRAFT  EIR  "UNCONSTRAINED"  MODE  SPLIT 

In  order  to  evaluate  the  importance  of  including  traffic 
modelling  based  on  alternative  mode  split  assumptions  in  a 
Supplemental  or  Revised  Final  EIR,  CLF  compared  the  traffic 
generated  using  the  mode  split  assumptions  from  the  Final  EIR 
with  the  traffic  generated  using  the  "unconstrained"  mode  split 
assumptions  from  the  Draft  EIR.   The  mode  splits  for  office  and 
retail  uses,  taken  from  Table  2  in  the  technical  appendices  to 
the  Draft  and  Final  EIRs,  are  reproduced  below  in  Tables  A.l  and 
A. 2  for  the  reader's  convenience.   (Mode  splits  for  hotel  and 
residential  uses  were  identical.)   The  Draft  EIR  mode  splits  are 
primarily  based  on  actual  1980  Journey-to-Work  data  for  South 
Boston  and,  according  to  the  proponents,  represent  the  mode  split 
that  would  exist  but  for  the  "constraint"  of  lack  of  parking  in 
the  project.   Although  the  Draft  EIR  describes  these  mode  splits 
as  "a  worst  case  analysis  that  is  not  realistic,"  (at  IV. 1-33), 
the  figures  reflect  actual  mode  splits  for  people  now  working  in 
South  Boston.   In  addition,  this  mode  split  is  used  by  the 
proponents  in  the  Final  EIR  to  calculate  the  background  traffic 
generated  by  development  on  Boston  Wharf  Company  properties 
(Traffic  and  Parking  Appendix  at  17,  Final  EIR  Technical 
Appendices) ,  although  there  is  no  indication  that  parking  will  be 
any  less  of  a  constraint  for  those  going  to  Boston  Wharf  Company 
properties. 

Table  A.l;   Draft  EIR  "Unconstrained"  Mode  Split  Percentages 

Auto  Transit 

USS       User      Fan  Pier   Pier  4     Fan  Pier   Pier  4     Walk 

Office    Work      65%       75%       35%       25%       0% 
Non-Work   65%        65%        20%        20%        15% 

Retail     Work       30%        30%        70%        70%        0% 
Non-Work   40%       40%       20%       20%       40% 


Table  A. 2:   Final  EIR  Mode  Split  Percentages 

Auto  Transit 

Us£       User      Fan  Pier   Pier  4  Fan  Pier   Pier  4  Walk 

Office    Work      32%       37%  68%       63%  0% 

Non-Work   40%        65%  45%        20%  15% 

Retail    Work      15%       15%  85%       85%  0% 

Non-Work   25%        40%  35%        20%  40% 
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Th«  number  of  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  Draft  EIR  mode 
splits  was  calculated  by  applying  the  vehicle  trip  generation 
rates  in  Table  IV. 1-14  of  the  Draft  EIR  to  the  uses  contained  in 
the  Final  EIR  master  plans. ^  This  calculation  produces  the 
overall  traffic  generation  figures  presented  in  Table  A. 3.   In 
order  to  evaluate  the  impacts  of  these  large  increases  in  vehicle 
generation,  the  difference  between  build  and  no-build  volumes  for 
key  corridors  (Table  IV. 1-19  in  the  Final  EIR)  was  increased  by 
48%  at  PM  peak  by  multiplying  the  project-generated  volume  (build 
volume  minus  no-build  volume)  by  1.48  and  adding  it  to  the  no- 
build  volume.   These  results  are  presented  in  Table  A. 4. 

Table  A. 3;   Traffic  Generation  Under 
Alternative  Mode  Split  Assumptions 

Fan  Pier         Pier  4         Total       Percent 
Final    Draft   Fjna^l   Prafi;   Final   Draft   Increase 


Daily 

10,744 

14,368 

5,860 

7,020 

16,604 

21,388 

29% 

AM  Peak 

1,150 

1,789 

584 

888 

1,734 

2,677 

54% 

PM  Peak 

1,386 

2,083 

715 

1,030 

2,101 

3,113 

48% 

^For  purposes  of  this  analysis,  the  Final  EIR  master  plans 
were  used  for  both  Pier  4  and  Fan  Pier,  even  though  the  Fan  Pier 
project  size  was  increased  in  a  December  1  letter  to  Secretary 
Hoyte.   Using  the  Final  EIR  master  plans  allows  direct  comparison 
with  the  analysis  in  the  Final  EIR,  although  it  underestimates 
the  actual  impacts  of  the  projec-^  as  currently  proposed. 
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Table  A. 4;   PM  Peak  Hour  Roadway  Increases 

DEIR  Mode 
Split  Volume 
No  Build   FEIR  Mode   DEIR  Mode   Increase  Over 


Corridor 

Volume 

SDlit  Vol. 

SDlit  Vol. 

No  Build 

S.A.R.  Entrance 
S.  of  Congress 

1,630 

2,335 

2,673 

64.0% 

Atlantic  Ave.  N. 
of  Northern  Ave. 

3,130 

3,450 

3,604 

15.1% 

Northern  Ave. 
Bridge 

2,131 

2,553 

2,756 

29.3% 

Northern  Ave. 
west  of  Ramp  St. 

1,363 

1,454 

1,498 

9.9% 

Congress  St. 
Bridge 

2,432 

2,528 

2,574 

5.8% 

A  St.  north  of 
Broadway 

643 

704 

733 

14.0% 

Dorchester  Ave.  S. 

of  Old  Colony  Ave.    662 


676 


684 


3.3% 


D  St.  south  of 


Summer  St. 

683 

729 

751 

10.0% 

Old  Colony  Ave. 
south  of  D  St. 

2,216 

2,308 

2,352 

6.1% 

L  St.  south 
of  Broadway 

1,237 

1,283 

1,305 

5.5% 

APPENDIX  B 

ALTERNATIVE  TRAFFIC  INFRASTRUCTURE  ASSUMPTIONS: 

TRAFFIC  IMPACTS  WITH  AND  WITHOUT  THE 

CENTRAL  ARTERY  DEPRESSION,  THIRD  HARBOR  TUNNEL, 

AND/ OR  SEAPORT  ACCESS  ROAD 

The  Final  EIR  fails  to  analyze  what  would  happen  if  the 
projects  opened  before  the  completion  of  the  Third  Harbor  Tunnel 
and  Seaport  Access  Road.   The  Draft  EIR  did,  however,  evaluate 
the  impacts  with  and  without  the  Third  Harbor  Tunnel,  Seaport 
Access  Road,  and  Central  Artery  depression.   By  adjusting  the 
amount  of  vehicle  generation  in  the  Draft  EIR  to  reflect  the 
smaller  size  of  the  project  master  plans  in  the  Final  EIR,^  the 
project's  traffic  impacts  can  be  evaluated  using  three  sets  of 
traffic  infrastructure  background  assumptions:   with  the  Central 
Artery  depression.  Seaport  Access  Road  and  Third  Harbor  Tunnel; 
with  the  Seaport  Access  Road  and  Third  Harbor  Tunnel  but  not  the 
Central  Artery  depression;  and  without  any  of  these  three 
infrastructure  improvement  projects. 

CLF  performed  this  analysis  by  reducing  the  impacts 
predicted  in  the  Draft  EIR  to  reflect  the  smaller  number  of 
vehicles  generated  by  the  Final  EIR  master  plans.   The  numbers  of 
vehicles  generated  were  taken  from  Taible  IV.  1-16  in  the  Draft  EIR 
and  Table  IV. 1-15  in  the  Final  EIR.   As  Table  B.l  indicates,  the 
AM  peak  impacts  of  the  current  projects  are  only  88%  as  large  as 
those  predicted  in  the  Draft  EIR;  the  PM  peak  impacts  are  only 
87%  as  large. 

Table  B.l:   Comparison  of  Draft  EIR  Vehicle  Generation 
to  Final  EIR  Vehicle  Generation 

Draft  EIR      Final  EIR      Ratio  of  Final  to  Draft 

EIR  Vehicle  Generation 

Daily      18,456  16,494  0.89 

AM  Peak     1,947  1,706  0.88 

PM  Peak    2,380  2,072  0.87 

Th\i«,  for  signalized  intersections  the  Volume/ Capacity 
ratios  for  the  two  build  scenarios  in  Tables  IV. 1-25  and  IV. 1-26 
of  the  Draft  EIR  have  been  recalculated  by  multiplying  project- 
generated  traffic  by  the  appropriate  factors  in  Table  B.l  and 


^For  purposes  of  this  analysis,  the  Final  EIR  master  plans 
were  used  for  both  Pier  4  and  Fan  Pier,  even  though  the  Fan  Pier 
project  size  was  increased  in  a  December  1  letter  to  Secretary 
Hoyte.   Using  the  Final  EIR  master  plans  allows  direct  comparison 
with  the  analysis  in  the  Final  EIR,  although  it  underestimares 
the  actual  impacts  of  the  project  as  currently  proposed. 
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calculating  the  resulting  V/C  ratio.   The  amount  of  project- 
generated  traffic  was  calculated  using  data  from  the  worksheets 
in  the  Technical  Appendices  to  the  Draft  EIR,  by  subtracting  the 
1995  No  Build  volume  from  the  1995  Build  volume;  capacity  data 
was  also  taken  from  those  worksheets.   The  results  are  displayed 
in  columns  one  (no  improvements)  and  three  (all  three 
improvements)  in  Tables  B.2  and  B.3.   The  V/C  ratios  in  column 
two  of  Tables  B.2  and  B.3  —  with  just  the  Tunnel  and  Seaport 
Access  Road  built  —  are  taken  directly  from  Tables  IV.l-20  and 
IV. 1-21  in  the  Final  EIR. 

Table  B.4  provides  a  similar  perspective  on  roadway 
corridors,  rather  than  intersections;  the  project  volumes  given 
represent  only  those  vehicles  generated  by  the  project,  with 
background  volumes  not  included.   The  information  on  project 
volumes  in  columns  one  and  three  —  none  of  the  three 
transportation  improvements  built  and  all  three  built  —  was 
obtained  from  data  in  Tables  IV. 1-21  and  IV. 1-22  of  the  Draft  EIR 
by  applying  the  PM  peak  reduction  factor  of  0.87  to  the 
difference  between  the  no-build  and  build  volumes.   The  project 
volume  was  then  divided  by  the  no-build  volume  to  calculate  the 
percent  increase  over  no-build  represented  by  the  project  volxzme. 
The  data  in  column  two  —  with  the  Seaport  Access  Road  and  Tunnel 
completed  but  not  the  Central  Artery  depression  —  is  taken 
directly  from  Table  IV. 1-19  in  the  Final  EIR. 
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Table  B.2;   AM  Peak  Intersection  Analysis  With  and  Without 

Third  Harbor  Tunnel  fTHT^  .  Seaport  Access  Road  fSAR^ 

and  Central  Artery  Depression  (CAP) 


Final  EIR 

Build 

No  THC 

:,  SAR 

THC  &  i 

SAR 

THC,  ; 

SAR 

or 

CAD 

but  no 
V/C 

CAD 

LOS, 

and  C 

v/c 

^D 

Location 

v/c 

LOS 

LOS 

E.  Broadway/L  St. 

0.71 

c 

0.58 

A 

0.58 

A 

W.  Broadway/D  St. 

1.06 

F 

0.66 

B 

0.70 

B 

Old  Colony  Ave./D  St. 

0.99 

E 

0.68 

B 

0.70 

B 

W.  Broadway/A  St. 

0.S2 

D 

0.51 

A 

0.51 

A 

E.  Berkeley  St./ 

Albany  St. 

0.79 

D 

0.80 

C 

0.79 

C 

Herald  St. /Albany  St. 

0.56 

A 

0.68 

B 

0.63 

B 

SuTnmer  St. /Viaduct 

0.94 

E 

0.57 

A 

0.53 

A 

Smrnner  St. /Atlantic  Ave. 

1.15 

F 

1.05 

F 

0.92 

E 

Nort:hern  Ave./ 

Atlantic  Ave. 

1.22 

F 

1.32 

F 

0.95 

E 

Congress  St./ 

Atlantic  Ave. 

•  1.27 

F 

1.32 

F 

1.11 

F 

Suimner  St./D  St. 

0.99 

E 

0.61 

B 

0.58 

A 

High  St. /Atlantic  Ave. 

1.03 

F 

1.65 

F 

0.49 

A 

Old  Colony  Ave./ 

Dorchester  Ave. 

0.67 

B 

0.57 

A 

0.57 

A 

New  Northern  Ave./ 

Sleeper  St. 

0.57 

A 

0.47 

A 

0.40 

A 

New  Northern  Ave./ 

Pittsburgh  St. 

1.17 

F 

0.58 

A 

0.77 

C 

New  Northern  Ave./ 

S.A.R.  Entrance 

0.77 

C 

0.63 

B 

0.55 

A 

New  Northern  Ave./ 

S.A.R.  Exit 

0.61 

B 

0.89 

D 

1.11 

F 

W.  Broadway/ 

Dorchester  Ave. 

0.90 

D 

0.75 

C 

0.75 

C 
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Table  B. 3;   PM  Peak  Intersection  Analysis  With  and  Wjthoul 


and  Centr 

al  Arterv  Dec 

iressioTi  frAD^ 

Final  FTP 

Build 

No  THC 

:,  SAR 

THC  &  SAR 

THC, 

SAR 

or 

CAD 

but  no 
V/C 

CAP 
I-OS 

and  C 
V/C 

AD 

Location 

V/c 

LO?. 

LOS 

E.  Broadway/L  St. 

0.68 

B 

0.54 

A 

0.55 

A 

W.  Broadway/D  St. 

1.09 

F 

0.65 

B 

0.70 

B 

Old  Colony  Ave./D  St. 

1.27 

F 

0.86 

D 

0.90 

D 

W.  Broadway/A  St. 

0.99 

E 

0.58 

A 

0.58 

A 

E.  Berkeley  St./ 

Albany  St. 

0.77 

C 

0.67 

B 

0.67 

B 

Herald  St. /Albany  St. 

0.72 

c 

0.80 

C 

0.79 

C 

Summer  St. /Viaduct 

0.89 

D 

0.70 

B 

0.58 

A 

Summer  St. /Atlantic  Ave. 

1.15 

F 

1.32 

F 

0.86 

D 

Northern  Ave./ 

Atlantic  Ave. 

1.39 

F 

1.13 

F 

1.12 

F 

Congress  St./ 

Atlantic  Ave. 

1.10 

F 

1.11 

F 

0.85 

D 

Summer  St./D  St. 

1.07 

F 

0.64 

B 

0.63 

B 

High  St. /Atlantic  Ave. 

1.09 

F 

1.05 

F 

0.62 

B 

Old  Colony  Ave./ 

Dorchester  Ave. 

0.54 

A 

0.44 

A 

0.43 

A 

New  Northern  Ave./ 

Sleeper  St. 

1.86 

F 

0.65 

B 

0.72 

B 

New  Northern  Ave./ 

Pittsburgh  St. 

1.38 

F 

0.74 

C 

0.98 

E 

New  Northern  Ave./ 

S.A.R.  Entrance 

0.93 

D 

1.21 

F 

1.16 

F 

New  Northern  Ave./ 

S.A.R.  Exit 

0.85 

D 

0.95 

£ 

0.99 

E 

W.  Broadway/ 

Dorchester  Ave. 

0.90 

D 

0.55 

A 

0.55 

A 
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Table  B.4:   Roadvav  Increases  With  and  without  the 
Third  Harbor  Tunnel  fTHT^  ,  Seaport  Access  Road  rSAR) 

and  Central  Arter^'  Depression  CCAD^ 

No  THT/SAR/CAD    THT/SAR  Onlv     THT .  SAR  &  CAD 
Project  %    No    Project  %    No   Project  %    No 
Corridor       Volume   Build    Volume   Build    Volume   Build 

Atlantic  Ave. 

N  of  Northern     512    11.4%       320    10.2%      304     9.4% 

Northern  Ave. 

Bridge  724    24.8%       422    19.8%      436    18.3% 

Cj.ngress  St. 

Bridge  86     4.4%        96     3.9%       47     2.3% 

Summer  St. 

Bridge  98     6.5%         0     0.0%        0     0.0% 

A  St.  N.  Of 

Broadway  370    33.1%        61     9.5%       82    12.6% 

W.  Fourth  St. 

Bridge  184   16.2%        0    0.0%       0    0.0% 

Dorchester  Ave. 

south  of  Old 

Colony  Ave.       39    4.4%       15    2.3%      20    3.0% 

D  St.  south 

of  Summer  St.     166    13.8%        46     6.7%       49     7.6% 

Old  Colony  Ave. 

S.  of  D  St.       371    13.1%        92     4.2%      123     5.5% 

L  St.  south 

of  Broadway       254    16.1%       46     3.7%       61     4.8% 


;V      ^y^  I      <    \ 
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215  HANOVER  STREET,  BOSTON,  MASS.  02113         *  523-0314 

January    21,    1987  '-   '^    '•'•'     -    '  "' 

•';;■'   ', '    ■-^' 

Mr.  James  S.  Hoyte,  Secretary 

The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs     ^  r^  *"   '  \  /  C  ^"j 

100  Cambridge  St.  A  tL   ^  •    ' 

Boston,  MA  02202'  .  \  ^  - 

'r  H2":'  '■■•' 
RE:   Approval  of  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  Projects 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte:  On ---'''■■•..■  .''■rFFkii 

I  am  writing  in  behalf  of  Laborers'  Local  No.  22, 
which  consists  of  approximately  2,000  members. 

In  reviewing  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  for 
the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  developments,  I  would  like  to 
offer  the  following  comments,  in  support  of  this  project: 

1.  The  project  will  provide  1,400,000  man  hours  for 
laborers  alone,  not  to  mention  other  building  trades. 

2.  It  will  provide  economical  benefits  crucial  to 
Boston's  strength  -  construction  jobs,  permanent  employment, 
property  tax  revenues,  sales  tax  revenues. 

3.  The  project  will  provide  extensive  public  amenities, 
much  needed  in  the  South  Boston  area. 

The  participation  of  developers  and  representatives  of 
South  Boston  who  have  attended  over  100  meetings  is  deserving 
of  approval  of  the  project. 

We,  the  representatives  and  members  of  Laborers'  Local 
No.  22,  strongly  urge  you  to  do  whatever  is  possible  to 
promote  approval  of  these  projects. 

I  thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  read  this  through. 

Sincerely  yours  ,i 


ce: 

/  /^~      ■ 

,  ,'Lo\iiz   A.  Mandarini 

Business  Manager 
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Bjilding  and  Construction  Trades  Council  of  the  Metropolitan  District 

tfriiitreo  TO  rue 
BUILDING  AND  CONSTRUCTION  TRADES  DEPARTMENT 

*  f  L      C 10 

TERRITORIAL  JURISDICTION 

Arlincion.  Bo^ion.  Belmoni.  nroollinc.  Rurlinpion.  Cambndcc.  Canion.  ChcKea.  Dcdham.  Evcrcu. 
Maiden,  Mcdford.  Mtlro^c.  Milion,  Norviood,  Readinp,  Rfvcre.  Somfrvillc.  Sioneham.  Wakefield. 
We^iwood.  VKinihrop.  Winche^ier.  Wobiirn.  and  the  hland^  of  Bo-.ion  Harhor 

'*""  s  HEA(  ON  STREET 

Ti  1 1 1'Hdsr  SUITE  ?■< 

(<\'  ■ :"  ■  f?!"  MosTON.  MA  n:i(w 

January  21,  1987 

Mr.  Janes  S.  hoyre,  becretary  i  \  ll  '^  •  £  I  ^'  U  0 

The  CoiTTTon wealth  of  Kassachusetts  ^  "" 

Executive  Office  of  Ei^vironmental  Affairs  i '  m  9  •?  -  ■  / 

100  Cartridge  Street  -J--"^  Z   i:?'./ 
Boston,  MA  '02202 

OFFICS;  VI   IHL  iLCr.uAiV  OF 

?e:     tooroval  of  Tan   Pier  and  Pier  4  Proiects  EliVlRONi.iENTAL  AFFAIRS 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

The  Boston  Building  and  Construction  Trades  Council  has  examined  the  Final  Enviromental 
Iroact  Report  for  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  develorments ,  and  offers  the  following  cortrrents 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Massachusetts  Enviromental  Policy  Act. 

We  strongly  s\jppart   the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  projects.  Through  private  investme-nt  of  over 
SI  billion,  these  projects  together  are  e>x>ected  to  generate  approximately  7,000,000 
nan-hours  of  construction  work,  or  3,400  person-years  of  enplcyment  for  menbers  of  the 
various  construction  trades. 

These  jobs  are  vital  to  the  economic  well-being  of  the  Cannonwealth .  Most  of  the  large 
I  projects  currently  under  construction  in  Boston  will  be  conpleted  within  the  next  two 
'years.  Without  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  projects,  thousands  of  construction  workers  will 

find  themselves  undsrutilizeu,  or  unenployeu.  With  tl'iese  projects,  the  opportunity  for 
I  steady  enployment  will  be  assured  to  thousands  of  families,  especially  those  living  in 
[Boston's  neighborhoods. 

] Furthermore,  we  believe  that  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  projects  deserve  to  be  approved. 
iThe  developers  have  attended  over  100  meetings  with  South  Boston  residents  and  special 
1  interest  groups.  Ihe  projects  will  produce  tremendous  benefits  for  Boston,  particularly 
'the  South  Boston  neighborhood,  including  $15  million  ir.  linkage  funds  for  affordable 
hous:_-ig,  $3  million  for  job  training,  S20  million  annually  in  new  sales  taxes.  Nc 
trojec-s  m  tne  history  of  Boston  have  offered  greater  public  benefits. 

jvvs  urge  you  to  certify  the  Fan  Pier /Pier  4  Final  HP-  as  adecuate,  and  t.o  do  v.tiatever 
i?ossicle  to  prcmcte  expedient  approval  of  these  projects  by  ciher  State  agencies. 


toseph  v:.  Micro,  Jr.  y  .'   •/' 

Jsc./T^eas.  &  Ge.neral  Agent. 
stcr.  3'uildir.c  &  Constr-ucticn  Trades 
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January  22,  1987 


Mr.  James  S.  lloyte,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts   02202 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

RE:   Approval  of  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  U   Projects 

The  Associated  General  Contractors  of  Massachusetts  is  a  trade  asso- 
ciation comprised  of  266  general  contractor,  subcontractor  and  material  sup- 
plier member  firms  which  together  construct  approximately  752  of  all  the  pub- 
lic and  private  buildings  in  Massachusetts.   The  Association  has  been  in 
existence  for  51  years  in  Massachusetts. 

Pursuant  to  the  Massachusetts  Environmental-  Policy  Act,  AGC  wishes 
to  record  its  strong  support  for  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  Projects.   Since 
1981,  the  City  of  Boston  has  been  experiencing  a  renaissance  and  economic 
vitality  fueled  almost  entirely  by  private  sector  investment.   The  lean  yers 
of  the  seventies  which  saw  the  economy  of  the  state  totally  dependent  upon 
public  largesse,  has  been  replaced  by  a  vibrant  economy  which  has  produced 
surpluses  for  the  public  treasury.   The  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  Projects  promise 
the  continuation  of  this  privately  sponsored  economic  growth,  and  would 
guarantee  prosperity  for  the  Commonwealth  and  for  the  City  of  Boston  into  the 
next  decade. 

It  is  not  a  coincidence  that  Massachusetts  has  the  lowest  unemploy- 
ment rate  in  the  nation.   The  ability  to  gainfully  employ  all  but  approxi- 
mately 3.8Z  of  it*  citizens  is  directly  attributable  to  the  vibrant  economy 
which  the  development  in  the  City  of  Boston  and  in  Eastern  Massachusetts  has 
created.   Approval  of  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  Projects  will  assure  the 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  construction  workers  and  allied  industry  employees 
who  supply  the  construction  industry  continued  employment.   More  employment 
translates  into  more  tax  revenues  as  well  as  a  better  economy. 

The  concern  for  the  protection  of  our  environment  has  been  so  well 
estsblished  in  Massachusetts  that  the  development  projects  designed  for  Far. 
Pier  and  Pier  4  are  sensitive  to  environmental  concerns.   These  two  projects 
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Mr.    James    S.    Hoyte,    Secretary 
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will  provide  millions  of  dollars  in  linkage  funds  to  provide  affordable  hous- 
ing for  low  and  middle  income  people,  millions  of  dollars  in  property  taxes, 
and  millions  of  dollars  in  sales  taxes,  while  at  the  same  time  avoiding  injury 
to  the  environment. 

We  strongly  urge  you  to  certify  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  U    Environ- 
mental Impact  Report,  and  to  promote  the  expeditious  approval  of  these  proj- 
ects by  other  state  agencies. 


urs. 


/  .  .JAMES/F.,GROSSO 
Exeo^iCive    Director 


jfg/lmr 


1^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 


'^^^*^^^^*^^*^^^^^^**^ 


The  BOSTON  SHIPPING  ASSOCIATION,  Inc. 


^t^^^^^^^^i^tm^m  ^ 


^^^^^^^^^^^%^^^^^^^^ 


ARTHUR  L>NE   PmsiOItt 

JOHN  H    WYLDE.  V(C»  I 

RICHARD  C   HURLEY.  TpM»ur»f 

JOHN  S  POWELL  S^cmttry  i  Assisitnt  Tntsunr 

ROBERT  M   CALDER,  £iecu««  DirectO' 


223  Lewis  Wharl,  Boston,  Mass.  02110 
Telephone  (617)  523-3762 


January  2C,  1987 


James  £.  Hoyte 

Secretc:ry 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

KcCormack  Building 

One  Ashburton  Place 

Boston,  MA  02202 


RECEIVED 

-'".•12  ■  ''".■ 
OFFICE  OF  Tiir  TTCrr'irY  OF 

E:.vr,::.:.i:iaAL  affaihj 


Re:   EOEA  #4426/4584 

Fan  Pier/Pier  4  Development  FEIR 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

Enclosed  for  your  consideration  are  the  Boston 
Shipping  Association's  comments  on  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report  on  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  proposal. 

We  respectfully  reserve  the  right  to  file 
additional  comments  should  the  FEIR  be  recommitted  for 
supplementation. 


Robert  Calder 
Executive  Director 


RC: jkf 

Ends. 


COfWZNTS 

OF  THE 

BOSTON  SHIPPING  ASSOCIATION 

In  Response  to  the 

Final  Environmental  Impact  Report 

on  the 

Fan  Pier/Pier   4  Project 

EOEA   #4426/4584 

Jan.    1987 


COM>ENTS  OF  THE  BOSTON  SHIPPING  ASSOCIATION  IN  RESPONSE  TO  THE 
FINAL  ENVIRON>ENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  ON  THE  FAN  PIER/PIER  4 
PROJECT:   EOEA  #4426/4  584 

JANUARY,  1987 

I.   THE  BSA  HAS  A  DIRECT  AND  LONGSTANDING  INTEREST  IN  THE  SOUTH 
BOSTON  WATERFRONT 

The  Boston  Shipping  Association  represents  shipping  lines, 
shipping  agents,  stevedores,  terminal  operators  and  others  who 
are  among  the  chief  water  dependent  users  of  the  Port  of  Boston 
and  Boston  Harbor.   The  Boston  Shipping  Association  was  founded 
in  1946  to,  inter  alia,  "promote  the  growth  of  maritime  trade 
though  the  Port  of  Boston"  and  "encourage  and  assist  Federal, 
State  and  Local  government,  public  and  private  entities  in  the 
enhancement  of  the  Commonwealth  as  a  maritime  state."  As  such 
the  Boston  Shipping  Asociation  has  a  close  and  ongoing  concern 
for  that  harbor  development  which  affects  the  Port  of  Boston 
and  the  maritime  terminals  of  the  Port. 

The  FAN  PIER/PIER  4  development  as  outlined  in  the  FEIR 
directly  threatens  the  viability  of  the  maritime  terminals  in 
South  Boston.   Among  these  terminals  are  the  Conley  container 
terminal  at  Castle  Island  (one  of  only  two  container  facilities 
in  the  port),  the  Naval  Annex,  the  Army  Base,  the  Black  Falcon 
terminal,  the  Fish  Pier  and  the  White  Fuel  Oil  terminal..  All 
of  these  installations  are  water  dependent  users  and  all  are 
dependent  upon  being  able  to  move  cargo  by  truck  out  of  South 
Boston  by  land.   Simply  put,  if  cargo  cannot  move  efficiently 
zy   truck  through  the  streets  cf  Boston  it  will  not  .Tiove  tnrough 
the  Port  of  Boston. 
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The  FEIR  presents  the  spectre  of  that  landside  access  being 
denied.   The  FEIR  process  commendably  includes  within  its  scope 
a  need  to  determine  and  assess  the  impacts  of  the  proposed 
development  upon  neighboring  water  dependent  users  such  as 
those  represented  by  the  Boston  Shipping  Association.   The  FEIR 
process  provides  an  opportunity  for  the  development  of 
mitigation  measures,  lesser  scale  alternatives  and  phasing 
assurances  that  will  adequately  protect  the  flow  of  cargo 
landside  from  the  South  Boston  maritime  terminals.   However, 
and  as  more  particularly  described  below,  the  FEIR  now  under 
consideration  has  failed  to  meet  these  standards  and  according- 
ly should  be  rejected. 

II.  THE  FEIR  FAILS  TO  EVALUATE  7  KEY  £LZ?!ENTS  SPECIFICALLY 

REQUESTED  BY  THE  SECRETARY  OF  ENV I RONTgNT AL  A.FFAIRS  IN  HIS 
CERTIFICATE  ON  THE  DEIR,  AND  THEREFORE  IS  LEGALLY 
INSUFFICIENT 

Where  the  Secretary  certifies  the  acceptance  of  a  DEIR  and 
conditions  the  acceptance  of  any  FEIR  on  certain  information 
being  provided,  the  failure  to  supply  that  information  or  eval- 
uation is  fatal  to  the  acceptance  of  the  FEIR.   Here,  the 
proponents  of  this  project  fail  to  respond  in  the  FEIR  to  7  key 
evaluations  requested  by  the  Secretary  in  his  Certificate  dated 
December  24,  1985,  specifying  conditions  of  his  acceptance  of 
the  DEIR  (hereinafter  "Certificate").   Each  and  every  one  of 
these  7  failures  renders  the  FEIR  unacceptLble  as  a  matter  of 
law.   Together,  these  7  failures  embed  the  FEIR  in  legal 
q-.icksand — it  can  not  be  accepted  by  the  Secretary. 
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In  certifying  and  accepting  the  DEIR,  Secretary  Hoyte 
established  the  following  requirements  for  the  FEIR.   First, 
Secretary  Hoyte  indicated  that  this  FEIR  must  review  all 
Chapter  91  concerns,  with  specific  emphasis  on  evaluation  of 
how  the  project  fits  within  the  community,  im.pacts  on  future 
uses  of  the  Harbor,  the  "further  examination  of  project  impacts 
on  harbor  uses  and  future  development  in  South  Boston,"  and  the 
"extent  of  public  amenities  which  will  compensate  the 
Commonwealth  for  relinquishing  public  rights  in  tidelands, 
including  visual  access,  parks  and  public  access;  and  the 
impacts  of  the  project  on  future  developments."   (Certificate, 
at  page  A,    2).   This  FEIR  does  not  address  the  impact  of  this 
project  on  future  uses  of  the  Harbor.   Particularly  because  it 
extends  only  to  the  year  1995,  there  is  no  realistic  look  at 
any  future  at  all. 

Second,  there  is  a  specific  disregard  by  the  project 
developers  of  any  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  this  development 
on  future  developments  in  the  area.   The  only  impacts  that  are 
discussed  are  the  benefits  long-term  of  the  shuttle  bus  service 
that  the  developers  are  proposing;  and  there  is  no  discussion 
of  the  detriments  that  this  project  will  have  on  related  or 
adjacent  developments.   Secretary  Hoyte  specifically  points  out 
that  all  of  the  adjacent  uses  are  "low  structures"  with  "heavy 
reliance  on  truck  access  for  the  movement  of  goods." 
(Certificate,  at  page  2).   Yet  there  is  no  satisfactory  resolu- 
tion ir.  the  FZIR  of  how  this  project  interfaces  with  existing 
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uses  that  are  low-rise  and/or  dependent  upon  improvement  of 
truck  traffic  routes. 

Third,  regarding  infrastructure.  Secretary  Hoyte  demands 
that  there  be  "a  comparison  of  the  demands  the  alternatives 
place  over  time  on  South  Boston  support  systems,  to  the  capa- 
city of  those  systems,  and  a  creative  private/public  solution 
to  the  problem  of  assuring  that  mitigation  measures  are  in 
place  when  needed."  (Certificate,  at  page  4).   Secretary  Hoyte 
insists  that  it  be  demonstrated  that  these  infrastructure 
improvements  be  in  place.   This  has  not  been  demonstrated  or 
even  committed.   Therefore,  by  this  standard,  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report  does  not  address  Secretary  Hoyte 's 
requirements  for  an  acceptable  report. 

Fourth,  Secretary  Hoyte  states  that  "parking  limitations 
alone,  while  profoundly  affecting  transit  use,  will  not  over- 
come the  driving  habit  of  potential  project  occupants.  Truck 
traffic,  while  not  a  major  impact  of  this  project,  may  be  com- 
promised by  congestion  of  the  street  system."  (Certificate,  at 
page  4-5).   The  proponents  ignore  this  directive  of  the 
Secretary;  the  rSIR  merely  restates  its  prior  assumptions.   The 
FZIR  still  assumes  that  parking  limitations  will  force  the 
70/30  public  transit  mode  split.   The  Secretary  has  indicated 
that  absent  other  incentives,  this  will  not  occur.   Therefore, 
the  ~i:r  has  net  adetraately  addressed  the  standard  set  by 
Secretary  Hcyte  in  his  Cert.: icate  en  the  draft  ZIR. 
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Fifth,  Secretary  Hoyte  states  "the  final  ZIR  must  provide 
considerably  more  assurance  of  the  feasability,  funding, 
responsibility  and  timing  of  these  measures  (traffic  mitigation 
measures)  where  public  funding  is  assumed,  as  is  the  case  for 
much  of  the  proposed  work,  the  funding  agency  should  be  identi- 
fied and  contacted  to  confirm  the  plans  for  the  mitigation  and 
its  timing."  (Certificate,  at  page  5).   Absent  any  commitment 
to  this  in  the  FEIR,  the  FEIR  is  a  document  which  has  not 
addressed  the  minimum  requirements  set  by  the  Secretary  in  his 
Certificate.   He  further  states  "the  elements  of  this 
(mitigation)  package  should  be  documented  completely  in  terms 
of  funding  and  timing,  as  is  the  case  with  the  other  measures 
proposed."  (Certificate,  at  page  5).   This  also  is  ignored  in 
the  FEIR. 

Sixth,  the  Secretary  set  the  following  standards  for  the 
FEIR:  "as  pointed  out  in  the  comments  by  the  CIAC,  the  EOTC,  and 
others,  both  size  reductions  and  use  mix  changes  should  be 
investigated  with  the  aim  of  determining  the  maximum  size  of 
development  that  can  be  supported  by  probable  traffic  movement 
capacity.   For  both  the  lesser  scale  alternative  and  for  a 
reduced  scale  alternative,  project  phasing  should  be  determined 
by  the  anticipated  timing  of  mitigation  measures.   A  clear 
schedule  relating  the  demands  of  this  and  other  projects  to 
anticipated  roadway  capacity  should  be  provided.   Such  size, 
~:y.   and  phasing  alternatives  might  also  play  a  positive  role  m 
responding  to  many  cf  the  other  concerns  detailed  below." 
(Certificate,  at  pages  5-6). 
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The  FEIR  contains  no  determination  of  the  maximuin  size  of 
development  to  handle  traffic  movement.   The  FEIR  does  not  look 
at  phasing  relative  to  the  anticipated  timing  of  mitigation 
measures.   The  FEIR  does  not  detail  a  schedule  linking  roadway 
capacity  to  this  proposed  development  plus  other  developments 
in  the  area  over  time.   By  these  very  criteria,  the  FEIR  is 
insufficient  in  meeting  what  was  required  by  the  Secretary  in 
his  Certificate  and  should  be  rejected. 

Seventh,  Secretary  Hoyte  (Certificate,  at  page  8)  directs 
that  the  final  EIR  explore  ways  to  deal  with  water  and  sewer 
problems  on  behalf  of  the  proponents  of  this  project.   The 
final  EIR  does  not  do  this.   Instead,  it  talks  about  pipe  di- 
mensions and  sizes,  but  avoids  discussing  sewer  impacts  on 
water  quality. 

These  7  omissions  of  required  evaluations  render  the  FEIR  unac- 
ceptable as  a  matter  of  law, 

III.      THE  EIR  FAILS  TO  CONSIDER  REASONABLE  ALTERNATIVES  AT 
LESSER  SCALE,  AND  THEREFORE  IS  INADEQUATE 

State  regulations  require  that  alternatives  to  the  project 

be  proposed  and  their  benefits  and  costs  be  described.  3,01 

C.M.R.  10.00.   This  has  not  been  done  as  part  of  the  EIR.   The 

proponents  scoped  only  two  "build"  scenarios:   One  as  proposed 

in  the  DEIR  and  one  approximately  8%  less  dense  as  proposed  in 


-7-  929 


?VJ 


the  FEIR. '   For  the  largest  proposed  development  in  Boston 
history,  two  "Tweedle-Dee"  and  "Tweedle-Dum"  designs  do  not 
scope  or  explore  all  of  reasonable  alternatives  for  this  devel- 
opment.  Especially  when  both  proposed  and  scoped  alternatives 
so  overwhelm  the  existing  and  planned  transportation  capacity, 
it  is  a  wholesale  failure  for  the  EIR  not  to  consider  some 
smaller  scale.   This  is  noted  by  Secretary  Hoyte  (Certificate, 
at  page  4) . 

The  consideration  of  such  varied  lower-scale  alternatives 
was  a  specifically  requested  alternative  by  the  Secretary. 
(Certificate,  at  pages  5-6).   Only  one  such  slightly  smaller 
alternative  is  not  sufficient  as  a  response  to  the  Secretary's 
requirements  or  the  legal  requirements. 

The  development  as  proposed  in  the  FEIR  is  more  than  4 
times  as  dense  as  allowed  by  existing  zoning  as  of  right.   The 
Harborpark  interim  standards  for  the  inner  Harbor  require 
heights  no  more  than  the  existing  Boston  Wharf  Company  (70-90 
feet).   The  City  of  Boston  Environment  Department  in  their  DEIR 
comments  recommends  "smaller  scale  minus  25  to  30  percent  less 
total  square  footage."  The  FEIR  reduces  square  footage  by  only 
about  8  %  from  that  proposed  in  the  DEIR.  The  City  of  Boston 


'Interestingly,  the  proponents  spoke  in  the  DEIR  of  their 
proposal  in  the  most  clowmg  terms  of  environmental  amenities 
—  It  was  all  benefit  and  no  detriment.   Now  that  the  FEIR 
spcrts  tne  latest  revised  version,  the  former  version  is 
denied  by  the  proponents.   One  must  wonder  whether  the  FEIR 
can  be  trusted  any  more  than  the  DEIR  proposal  which  the  propo- 
nent now  disavows. 
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in  their  DEIR  comments  recommends  that  an  alternative  be 
designed  with  no  additional  generation  of  dry  or  wet  discharge 
of  untreated  waste  to  Boston  Harbor.   The  EIR  considers  no 
alternative  of  such  scale  allowed  as  of  right  or  as  req^jested 
by  the  City  of  Boston. 

The  use  by  the  developers  of  the  definition  "reduced  scale 
alternative"  is  misleading  because  it  is  essentially  the  same 
as  the  full-scale  alternative.   While  the  FEIR  contemplates  a 
proposal  roughly  8%  smaller  than  initially  proposed,  a  less 
than  8%  decrease  in  sqxiare  footage  in  a  project  to  build  the 
equivalent  of  five  new  Prudential  Towers  is  hardly  a  major 
lessening  of  scale  from  the  original  proposal.   This  raises 
questions  whether  the  proponents  have  fully  complied  with  the 
responsibility  to  examine  "major  development  alternatives"  by 
presenting  a  discussion  of  two  programs  which  are  different  by 
less  than  8%  of  projected  mass. 

This  does  not  comply  with  the  January  31,  1983  ^E:PA  scope 
which  asks  for  examination  of  alternatives  with  significantly 
lower  density.   A  significantly  lower  density  should  be  judged 
as  one  which  allows  improvements  in  the  Level  of  Service 
impacts  at  key  intersections  in  the  vicinity.   Obviously,  it  is 
not  necessary  for  the  proponents  to  discuss  every  conceivable 
alternative.   But  where  some  moderate-scope  alternatives  are 
environmentally  reasonable  and  requested,  but  net  explored, 
3ucr.  omission  renders  the  I.Tipact  Report  inaceq^jate  and  provides 
tr.e  cro-unds  for  a  court  to  overturn  anv  decision  to  atorove  a 
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project  based  on  such  a  limited  consideration  of  alternatives. 
Brooks  V.  Coleman,  518  F.d  17  (9th  Cir.  1975). 

IV.  THE  FEIR  DOES  NOT  EVALUATE  REASONABLE  OPERATING  IMPACTS  OF 
THE  PROPOSAL,  THEREBY  VIOLATING  ^ZPA 

The  MEPA  regulations  specifically  require  that  all  phases 
of  the  project,  including  the  phase  of  the  project's  operating 
life,  be  considered  and  evaluated  in  the  EIR  as  to  primary  and 
secondary  consequences.   The  FEIR  conspicuously  avoids 
discussing  any  consequences  beyond  the  year  1995.   On  its  face, 
this  violates  the  requirements  of  the  MEPA  regulations  and 
disqualifies  the  FEIR  from  acceptance  by  the  Secretary. 

But  even  more  significant,  the  admission  that  there  will  be 
extensive  development/conversions  of  retail  and/or  office  space 
by  other  developers  in  the  immediate  vicinity  in  response  to, 
and  as  a  consequence  of,  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  development, 
triggers  a  req^jirement  to  evaluate  the  impacts  of  this  secon- 
dary development.   Since  this  has  not  been  evaluated  in  the 
FEIR,  it  violates  the  regulatory  requirements  and  should  not  be 
accepted.   See,  for  example.  Cape  Henrv  Bird  Club  v.  Laird,  359 
F.  Supp.  404,  Aff d  484  F . 2d  453  (1973). 

The  FZIR  states  (at  page  IV.  1-40)  that  trip  generation 
rates  of  the  Fan  Pier  development  were  used  to  determine  the 
number  cf  trips  that  would  be  generated  for  properties  owned  by 
(1)  Cabot,  Cabot  &  Forbes  (2)  Corr-Ticnwealth  Flat,  (3)  Pier  6  and 
(-. )  Ccm.T,cnw6alth  Pier.   This  understates  the  real  traffic 
ir.pact  in  the  South  Boston  region  for  two  reasons.   First,  it 
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perpetuates  into  neighboring  developments  the  unrealistically 
high  70/30%  public  transit  mode  split  employed  in  the  FEIR  for 
the  Fan  Pier.   Since  some  of  these  neighboring  parcels  are  even 
further  from  a  subway  stop,  this  assumption  becomes  even  more 
dubious . 

Second,  the  FEIR,  by  only  projecting  through  1995,  foresees 
almost  no  development  of  these  other  neighboring  parcels  beyond 
current  uses.   Therefore  there  is  very  little  additional 
traffic  generation  over  a  no-build  scenario  that  is  attribu- 
table to  these  four  other  developments.   In  point  of  fact,  the 
developers  of  these  parcels  intend,  and  some  of  them  stated  in 
comments  to  the  draft  EIR  (see  later),  that  they  will  build 
much  more  than  is  assumed  in  the  FEIR,  although  much  of  it  will 
occur  immediately  after  1995. 

Whenever  there  is  uncertainty  about  information,  especially 
if  it  be  of  value  in  assessing  the  environmental  impacts  of 
future  projects,  it  must  be  included.   301  C.M.R.  10.00. 
Rather,  than  include  or  discuss  such  information,  the  FEIR 
stubbornly  refuses  to  discuss  any  implications  triggered  by  the 
symbiosis  of  other  projects  post-1995.   This  violates  the  clear 
requirement  of  the  regulations;  the  FEIR  should  be  rejected 
until  it  complies  with  this  provision. 
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In  the  event  that  the  Central  Artery  is  not  completed  by 
the  time  that  Fan  Pier  is  completed,  the  FEIR  admits  that  there 
will  be  seven  to  eight  percent  additional  volume  of  traffic  and 
resulting  congestion  on  access  to  1-93.   The  FEIR  also  antici- 
pates that  Dorchester  Avenue,  now  used  by  the  postal  service  at 
the  South  Boston  Postal  Annex,  could  be  reopened.   However,  the 
federal  government  now  controls  this  land  and  there  is  no 
commitment  from  them  to  do  so.   The  MBTA  notes  in  its  comments 
to  the  DEIR  that  it  is  inappropriate  for  the  MBTA  to  operate 
the  proposed  shuttle  bus  mitigation  measure,  as  contemplated  by 
the  proponents'  FEIR. 

Absent  commitments  to  all  required  mitigation  measures,  the 
FEIR  should  not  be  accepted. 

VII.      THE  FEIR  IS  LEGALLY  DEFICIENT  BY  ITS  FAILURE  TO 

RESPOND  IN  ANY  MEANINGFUL  MANNER  TO  CRITICAL  COMJ^ENTS 
TO  THE  DEIR 

The  MEPA  regulations  require  that  the  FEIR  respond  to 
comments,  especially  those  filed  by  government  agencies,  to  the 
DEIR.   301  C.M.R.  10.07(1).   The  proponent  cannot  legally  ig- 
nore any  serious  comment.   The  proponents'  response  may  include 
modifying  the  proposed  action,  developing  new  mitigation  alter- 
natives, improving  or  modifying  its  analyses,  making  factual 
corrections  where  necessary  or  explaining  by  citing  sources  and 
authorities  why  the  commenter  is  in  error. 

In  reaction  to  n-umerous  comments  to  the  DEIR  filed  by  gov- 
ernment agencies,  the  B.S.-^i.  and  ether  concerned  commenters. 
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the  FEIR  totally  ignores  the  comment.   Rather  than  discuss  in 
meaningful  detail  why  the  comment  is  factually  incorrect  or 
make  modifications  in  the  proposal,  the  FEIR  merely  refers 
commenters  to  its  often  arbitrary,  incorrect  or  unfounded 
portions  of  the  FEIR.   These  are  no  meaningful  modifications; 
there  is  no  discussion  of  why  the  FEIR  assuir.ptions  are  correct 
and  the  commenters  assumptions  are  clearly  erroneous.   There  is 
no  meaningful  response. 

This  is  a  fatal  defect  in  the  FEIR,  which  requires  the 
agency,  or  the  court  if  the  agency  refuses,  to  reject  the 
impact  report.   Environmental  Defense  Fund  v.  Corps .  of 
Engineers,  348  F.  Supp.  916,  aff 'd  492  F.2d  1123  (D.C.  Miss. 
1972);  Warm  Sorinas  Dam  Task  Force  v.  Gribble,  378  F.Supp.  240, 
stay  granted  417  U.S.  1301  (1974).   To  require  any  less  would 
convert  JEPA  into  a  meaningless,  cosmetic  exercise.   Here,  the 
proponents  failure  to  discuss  or  mitigate  certain  critical 
comments/impacts  as  required  renders  the  FEIR  unacceptable. 

In  particular,  the  FEIR  refuses  to  discuss  numerous  criti- 
cal comments.   Instead,  it  merely  responds  by  referring  the 
commenter  to  the  carbon  copy  section  of  the  FEIR  which  in  the 
DEIR  prompted  the  particular  comment.  This  is  nothing  more 
than  a  fancy  index  system  —  it  does  not  satisfy  the 
"mitigation"  requirement  of  I<Z?A.   For  example,  as  mentioned 
above,  three  public  agencies,  as  well  as  the  Boston  Shipping 
Association,  Boston  Society  of  Architects,  Cabot,  Cabot  & 
Forbes,  the  Fan  Pier  Citizens  Advisorv  Corr.T.ittee  and  the  New 
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England  Seafood  Center,  srrongly  recommend  that  the  FEIR  tie 
the  phases  of  the  proposed  development  to  commitment  to  real 
transportation  infrastructure  improvements.   This  has  been  ig- 
nored in  the  FZIR. 

The  City  of  Boston  recommends  that  an  alternative  be 
designed  with  no  additional  generation  of  dry  or  wet  discharge 
or  untreated  waste  to  Boston  Harbor.   This  has  not  been  done  m 
the  FEIR.   The  office  of  Coastal  Zone  Management  comments  that 
sewage  infrastructure  is  a  major  problem;  increases  in  vol- 
ume/rate of  outflow  due  to  this  project  have  not  been  deter- 
mined.  Coastal  Zone  Management  voices  general  distress  at  the 
overall  plan  in  terms  of  converting  a  one-of-a-kind  waterfront 
area  into  just  another  part  of  built  downtown.   There  is  no 
meaningful  response  in  the  FZIR  to  any  of  these,  or  numerous 
other  comments.   It  cannot  be  accepted  as  complete  in  such  cir- 
cumstances . 

VIII.     KEY  ASSUMPTIONS  MTD   VALUES  IN  THE  FEIR  CONTRADICT 

CORRESPONDING  VALUES  IN  EMPIRICAL  STUDIES  BY  MASSPORT 
;^.ND  EOTC,  EVEN  WHERZ  BOTH  DOCUT'SNTS  WZPZ  PREPARED  BY 
SKIDMORE,  OWINGS  AND  MERRILL 

A.   The  FZIR  Underestimates  Area  Development 

In  the  May  1986  revised  prelminary  version  of  the  South 

Boston  Land  Use  Inventory  prepared  for  the  MASSPORT  Cross 

Harbor  and  Regional  Transportation  Project  [hereinafter  "CHART 

Inventory"],  future  development  cf  South  Boston  is  carefully 

:riG.z-pec.   parcel-by-parcel  to  tr.e  years  1995  and  2010.   To  provide 

the  data  to  MASSPORT  as  part  cf  the  CHAJ.T  study,  Skilncre, 
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Owings  &  Merrill  (the  same  consultants  which  supervised  the 
preparation  of  the  FEIR  for  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4)  employed  BRA 
employment  projections  based  upon  U.S.  Census  data.   This  meth- 
odology specifically  incorporated  information  in  the  Fan 
Pier/Pier  4  DEIR.   CHART,  May  23,  1986  Memorandum,  From  SOM. 
As  revealed  by  Table  2D-3  of  this  CHART  Inventory,  by  the  year 
1995  South  Boston  is  projected  to  add  more  than  8  million  new 
sguare  feet  of  built  space  as  follows: 

Office/showroom  3,912,000 

Retail  285,000 

Hotel  1,029,000 

Maritime  150,000 

Industry  880,000 

Institutional  20,000 

Residential  1,836,000 

The  FZIR  underestimates  this  8  million  square  footage 

addition  of  new  development  by  1995.*   Of  particular  note, 

slightly  less  than  one-half  the  proposed  office  construction  is 

from  other  than  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  development.   This  total 

area  office  construction  will  generate  peak  hour  commute 

traffic  which  will  double  the  impact  of  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4 

development  traffic  impact.   Much  of  this  additional  office 

construction  occurs  on  parcels  immediately  across  Northern 

Avenue  from  the  proponents'  development  (CC&F,  Commonwealth 

Flats,  Boston  Wharf  Co.)  thus  generating  additional  traffic 

congestion  at  the  key  intersections  and  bridge  access  points. 


*ror  comparison,  we  note  that  the  November  25,  1986 
St-11  ex   Lee  Memcranduir.  for  the  Heliport  Site  Analysis  forecasts 
a  total  of  11,124,450  square  feet  of  additional  development  by 
1995,  a  total  of  16,5e2,*450  adcitional  sq-jare  feet  by  2005. 
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This  forecast  development  is  more  than  is  projected  in  the 
proponents'  FEIR, 

By  the  year  2010,  the  CHART  Inventory  projects  almost  4 
million  square  feet  of  built  space  above  and  beyond  that  built 
by  1995.   None  of  these  additional  4  million  square  feet  are 
evaluated  in  the  proponents'  FZIR.   Again  2.7  million  of  the 
almost  4  million  additional  square  feet  added  by  2010  is  office 
space  —  and  a  predominate  part  of  that  is  located  immediately 
across  Northern  Avenue  from  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  development. 
CHART  Inventory,  Table  2D-2 .   This  will  further  contribute  to 
the  traffic  problems  in  the  region. 

B  .   The  FZIR  Under  est  im.ates  Daily  Vehicle  Trips  Due  To  The 
Project  And  In  The  Recion  Cumulatively 

The  CHART  Inventory  illustrates  that  the  FEIR  understates 
the  regional  traffic  impact  of  the  proponents'  proposal.   Table 
25-2  illustrates  that  the  immediate  region  (Zone  233)  will  gen- 
erate 18,583  additional  trips  in  and  the  same  number  out  daily 
by  1995  with  fairly  moderate  transit  use.   But  by  the  year 
2010,  there  will  be  24,029  additional  daily  trips  both  in  and 
out  with  fairly  moderate  transit  use.   This  latter  fact  is 
totally  ignored  by  the  FEIR.   The  FEIR  projects  only  8,250 
trips  in  and  the  same  n'umber  out  of  the  study  region  in  1995 
cue  to  the  project  (FEIR,  Table  IV.  1-15).   Moreover,  what  the 
FEIR  does  not  account  for  is  the  comulative  ir.pact  of  parcels' 
trip  generation  in  and  out  of  the  two  zones  irneciately  adja- 
cent to  the  Fan  Pier. 
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C.  Inadecjuare  Parking  Is  Estimated  And  Suroljed. 
The  CHART  Inventory  does  not  support  the  vehicle  trip 

assumptions  of  the  FEIR.   CHART  estimates  that  by  the  year  1995 
13,546  parking  spaces  will  be  required  with  fairly  moderate 
transit  use,  with  about  half  the  new  square  footage  which  gen- 
erates this  parking  need  attributable  to  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4 
project.   CHART  Inventory,  at  70.   The  FEIR  apparently 
identifies  an  intention  to  supply  only  3,006  parking  spaces  for 
commuters,  plus  roughly  2,000  for  residents,  rather  than  the 
almost  7,000  that  the  CHART  Inventory  indicates  will  be  re- 
quired for  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  project.   (FEIR,  at  IV.  1-64). 

By  2010,  a  total  of  20,932  parking  spaces  will  be  required 
according  to  Skidmore's  calculations  in  the  CHART  Inventory;  a 
proportionate  share  is  not  shouldered  by  the  proponents  accord- 
ing to  the  FEIR  analysis  also  prepared  by  Skidmore.   In  addi- 
tion, the  CHART  analysis  indicates  that  there  is  a  shortage  of 
parking  for  the  World  Trade  Center;  parking  spaces  at  the  Fan 
Pier  development  must  be  reserved  for  World  Trade  Center 
visitors.   CHART,  South  Boston  Study  2D,  at  62-63.   This  is  not 
accounted  for  in  the  FEIR  (Id) .  The  result  is  more  street 
congestion  and  negative  traffic  and  air  quality  impacts. 

D.  The  Scale  Of  The  Prcrsonents'  Project  will  Render  The 
Seaoort  Access  Road  Ir.-novaole  At  Peax  Hours 

The  CH^JIT  Inventory  indicates  that  even  'onder  the 

asSwT.pticn  that  the  entire  list  cf  major  transportation 

r.itigation  measures  proposed  in  the  Fan  ?ier/?ier  4  FEIR  is 
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implemented,  the  Seaport  Access  Road  will  exceed  its  own 
capacity  by  2020  or  before,  under  all  possible  assumptions  and 
analyses.   Chart  Inventory,  at  69.   Even  more  important,  the 
CHART  study  of  traffic  volumes  analyzes  ramp  traffic  onto  the 
Seaport  Access  Road  -  a  key  consideration  omitted  in  the  FZIR. 

CHART  demonstrates  that  under  assumptions  of  moderate  pub- 
lic transit  additions,  afternoon  peak  traffic  flow  in  2010  will 
cause  5,240  vehicles  to  use  the  exit  lane  ramp  to  leave  South 
Boston  onto  the  Seaport  Access  Road  (or  3,835  daily  in  1995). 
Morning  peak  traffic  volume  on  the  South  Boston  exit  ramp  from 
the  Seaport  Access  Road,  in  2010  under  similar  assumptions, 
will  be  3,610  vehicles.   Most  of  these  trips  are  generatd  by 
the  proponents'  development.   These  traffic  volumes  of  the 
ramps  will  stall  traffic  movement,  block  access  to  the  Seaport 
Access  Road,  back  traffic  onto  surface  streets,  and  render  the 
proposed  shuttle  bus  service  immovable  at  precisely  the  criti- 
cal times.   It  will  also  increase  Seaport  Access  Road  traffic 
volumes  by  43%.   The  FEIR  ignores  consideration  of  these 
realities . 

Moreover,  the  CHART  analysis  predicts  that  the  Seaport 
Access  Road  will  experience  Level  of  Service  'E'  or  'F'  —  or 
gridlock  —  at  morning  and  afternoon  peak  commute  times  in  the 
years  1995  and  2010.   CHAJIT,  South  Boston  Study  3D,  at  227. 
This  degeneration  of  the  Seaport  Access  Road,  notwithstanding 
problems  with  the  ramps,  will  back  up  traffic  on  surface 
streets  and  doom  the  shuttle  bus  service  at  teak  hours  as  a 
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transit  mitigation  measure.   Even  the  proposed  Third  Harbor 
Tunnel  is  expected  to  fill  its  carrying  capacity  by  2010  under 
any  design  assumptions  tested  in  the  Chart  study.   Under  some 
assumptions,  it  overfills  even  earlier.   The  FEIR  ignores  these 
impacts . 

IX.  MODELLING  AND  FORECASTING  DEFICIENCIES  ?-UU-:E  THE  FEIR 
UNACCEPTABLE . 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing  legal  deficiencies  of  the' 

FEIR,  there  are  numerous  factual  analyses  in  the  FEIR  which  are 

incomplete  or  inaccurate.   Until  these  errors  are  rectified, 

the  FEIR  should  not  be  accepted  by  the  Secretary.   Below,  the 

Boston  Shipping  Association  details  these  errors. 

A.    The  Critical  Impact  of  the  Development  on  Maritime  and 
Commercial  Truck  Traffic  is  Not  Considered 

The  FEIR  totally  ignores  the  impact  of  the  development  on 
truck  traffic.   Truck  transit  is  critical  for  the  successful 
operation  of  the  Boston  Port.   The  Conley  Container  Terminal  is 
one  of  only  two  container  freight  loading  facilities  in  the 
entire  Boston  Port.   This  Terminal,  located  directly  south  of 
the  proposed  development,  is  entirely  dependent  on  rapid  truck 
access  to  and  from  the  Container  Terminal.   These  trucks  tra- 
verse the  same  Fort  Point  Channel  bridges  which  the  FEIR  and 
MassPcrt's  Chart  Inventory  indicate  will  be  cridlccked  at  pea>c 
hours  even  with  all  transpcrtaticn  mitication  measures  in 
place.   If  truc/.s  cannot  freely  pass,  the  e>:isting  South  Boston 
Port,  as  well  as  the  Fish  Pier,  becomes  -^mviable  and  dies. 
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Yer,  the  FEIR  devotes  no  specific  analysis  to  cominercial 
truck  traffic'  Available  data  indicates  that  there  are  more 
truck  trips  exiting/entering  all  South  Boston  to  the  North 
across  the  three  critical  Bridges  (Northern  Avenue,  Congress 
Street  and  Sunmer  Street)  as  are  exiting  to  the  west  or  to  the 
south  over  all  other  available  roads  in  those  directions. 
Stull  &  Lee,  "Heliport  Site  Analysis:   Opportunities  S. 
Constraints,"  November  25,  1986. 

Yet  nowhere  in  the  voluminous  text  of  the  FEIR  is  there 
specific  cognizance  of  the  impact  of  this  development  on 
existing,  let  alone  future,  commercial  truck  transit  re- 
quirements.  While  the  FEIR  talks  in  terms  of  the  great  public 
benefits  of  the  80-slip  marina,  the  scale  of  the  proposal,  and 
the  traffic-related  impacts  it  will  spawn,  will  damage  and 
stifle  the  true  water-dependent  working  Port.   The  failure  to 
evaluate  these  impacts  requires  rejection  of  the  FEIR. 

Moreover,  the  FEIR  understates  the  impact  of  delivery  vehi- 
cles and  taxi  trips.   It  concludes  that  "due  to  the  proximity 
of  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  projects,  delivery  vehicle  rate  was 
applied  only  to  Fan  Pier  since  it  is  likely  multiple  stops  will 
be  made  by  delivery  vehicles."   (FEIR,  at  page  IV.  i-39).  This 
is  a  wholly  unrealistic  ass"umption.   It  is  not  at  all  clear 
that  all  shops,  or  even  both  developments,  will  use  the  same 
supply  services. 


^The  cnly  mention  of  truck  transit  in  the  FEIR  is  the 

rosy  ass'jmption  that  every  de-.very  truck  entering  the  develct- 
ment  will  deliver  to  both  Fan  Pier 'and  Pier  i.      This  does  not 
address  recional  truck  trans-t  needs. 
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Nor  is  it  clear  that  a  taxi  cab  entering  the  area  to  drop  a 
passenger  will  immediately  pick  someone  up  before  returning  to 
the  downtown  area.   Moreover,  only  620  taxi  arrivals  per  day 
are  expected.   This  number  ass-omes  that  the  70/30%  mode  split 
is  effective.   Otherwise,  taxi  trips  would  increase,  especially 
from  the  subway  stations  north  of  Fort  Point  Channel. 
Moreover,  looking  at  the  average  taxi  deliveries  dramatically 
understates  the  worst  case  scenario,  of  a  rainy,  stormy,  or 
otherwise  inclement  day  where  there  will  be  more  traffic  gen- 
eration by  taxi  trips,  especially  at  peak  periods. 

There  is  not  a  thorough  or  convincing  analysis  of  construc- 
tion impacts.   The  FEIR  concludes  that  there  will  be  no  roadway 
closures  and  no  discernable  impacts  from  construction. 
However,  it  does  not  analyze  what  the  impact  of  construction 
would  be  if  the  facility  also  attempts  to  partially  open  by 
1995  before  construction  is  completed. 

B.   The  Critical  Link  to  Development  Success  is  at  Least 

70%  Public  Transit  Mode  Split  —  A  Realistic  Appraisal 
Indicates  this  Cannot  be  Accomplished  Withm  the  FEIR 
as  Now  Proposed. 

The  FEIR  assumes  a  mode  split  of  70%  public  transit/30% 
private  vehicle.   This  mode  split  in  favor  cf  public  transit  is 
as  great  as  the  best  achieved  in  downtown  Boston.   In  addition, 
the  entire  downtown  Boston  area  is  served  within  walking  dis- 
tance by  an  M3TA  subway  stop.   That  is  not  true  of  the  Fan 
Pier.   .After  arriving  at  either  the  Aquarium  cr  South  Station 
subway  stops,  there  will  be  a  walk  cf  up  to  one  mile  cr  the 
necessity  to  get  on  a  shuttle  bus  to  reach  the  Fan  Pier. 
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The  only  other  place  where  a  svibway/bus  combination  system 
is  currently  in  operation  is  at  Logan  Airport  where  it  does  not 
work  particularly  well.   It  has  not  been  successful  in  shifting 
70%  of  all  Logan  Airport  transportation  to  public  transit. 
This  is  the  best  basis  for  comparison  and  indicates  that  the 
assamptions  are  net  achieved  in  other  places  in  the  immediate 
area  where  they  have  been  attempted. 

The  developers  cite  a  number  of  expected  roadway 
improvements  which  include  a  new  Northern  Avenue  Bridge, 
relocated  Northern  Avenue  access  to  the  Seaport  Access  Road, 
relocated  High  Street  offramp  and  certain  improvements  on  Day 
Boulevard.   While  these  do  work  very  minor  vehicle  traffic 
improvements,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  relocation  of 
Northern  Avenue  increases  by  500  feet  the  walking  distance  to 
the  Aquarium  Blue  Line  subway  station.   The  Aquarium  Station  is 
the  closest  subway  station,  along  with  South  Station.  Under 
the  most  direct  route,  walking  distance  to  either  of  these 
subway  stations  will  be  approximately  one-half  mile  from  the 
closest  points  of  the  development,  up  to  just  under  one  mile 
from  the  furthest  point  of  the  Pier  4  development. 

It  is  likely  that  the  proposed  shuttle  bus  will  not  in- 
crease transit  ridership  significantly.  There  is  expected  to 
be  a  High  Occupancy  Vehicle  (HOV)  lane  availaJsle  for  travel  on 
the  Seaport  Access  Road.   This  will  not  apply  to  the  ramps  get- 


the  Seaoort  Access  Road  which  are  just  as 


critical  to  the  success  c:  any  bus  travel  on  the  Seaport  Access 
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Road.   The  success  of  the  shuttle  buses  is  dependent  upon  the 
basic  traffic  conditions  in  the  area.   The  use  of  HOV  lanes  for 
buses  will  only  be  as  successful  as  the  free  flow  of  ramps  and 
access  roads  to  the  Seaport  Access  Road. 

Of  importance,  the  FEIR  does  not  consider  traffic  impacts 
along  the  Seaport  Access  Road  itself  (FEIR,  page  IV.  1-51).   A 
43%  increase  in  traffic  on  this  Road  will  be  attributable  to 
the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  development.   If  the  Seaport  Access  Road 
does  not  move  smoothly,  which  the  MASSPORT  traffic  analysis, 
supra,  indicates  is  likely  to  be  the  case,  the  Seaport  Access 
Road  will  back  up  all  the  on-ramps  and  off-ramps  in  this  region. 

This  will  then  back  up  and  gridlock  key  surface  street 
intersections,  as  well  as  dramatically  slow  down  the  shuttle 
bus  service  between  Fan  Pier /Pier  4  and  South  Station  (46 
shuttle  buses  will  use  the  Seaport  Access  Road  to  exit  the  Fan 
Pier  area  going  North) .   If  the  shuttle  bus  service  becomes 
less  reliable,  it  will  shift  even  more  transit  trips  to  vehi- 
cles as  opposed  to  public  transit.   If  the  Seaport  Access  Road 
does  not  move  smoothly,  surface  streets  all  around  this  region 
will  be  impacted  by  delays  and  the  diversion  of  traffic  onto 
them . 

The  proponents  do  not  provide  any  specific  plans  on 
employer-sponsored  transportation  management  programs,  rather 
than  a  wishlist  cf  coed  ideas. 
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C.    The  Method  Used  in  the  FEIR  to  Model  Traffic 

Generation  and  Impacts  is  Incorrect  and  Unreliable. 

The  BSA  reiterates  the  points  raised  by  both  the  Boston 
Transportation  Department  and  EOTC  in  comments  to  the  DEIR:   A 
reliable,  proper  technique  has  not  been  employed  to  model 
transportation  impacts. 

The  DEIR  totally  misses  the  mark  by  defining  the  problem  as 
that  of  accommodating  the  new  riders  to  the  transit  system, 
instead  of  the  real  question,  "how  do  you  attract  new  riders  to 
the  public  transit  system?"   The  DEIR  reaches  this  point 
through  the  back  door  by  first  assuming  the  financial  district- 
type  mode  split  (70/30%),  then  calculating  the  left  over  auto 
users  who  will  not  find  adequate  parking  space,  and  then  adding 
the  two  together.   Left  out  completely  is  a  demand-based  analy- 
sis of  what  level  of  transit  service  characteristics  have  to  be 
provided  to  bring  about  a  financial  district-type  mode  split  in 
the  first  place.  Using  a  "parking-restrained"  model,  where  it 
is  assumed  that  people  will  take  public  transit  because  there 
are  not  parking  spaces,  is  at  variance  with  traditional  trans- 
portation modeling  techniques  which  assign  people  based  upon  a 
variety  of  factors  involving  travel  time,  costs  and  conveni- 
ence. Therefore  the  traffic  assumptions  are  modeled 
incorrectly. 

The  proposed  development  would  generate  a  projected  adci- 
ticnal  16,500  vehicle  trips  daily  and  23,700  public  transit 
trips  daily.   In  addition,  the  great  bulk  of  these  transit 
trips  move  in  the  same  direction  at  peak  hours  (i.e.  inboxmd  m 
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the  morning,  outbound  in  late  afternoon) .   The  developers 
assume  that  since  bargain-priced  parking  is  eliminated  near  the 
Fan  Pier,  all  current  parkers  will  be  eliminated  from  the  area 
(FEIR,  at  page  IV.  1-38).   These  existing  traffic  volumes  have 
been  totally  subtracted  from  the  volumes  of  traffic  in  the 
future-build  scenarios.   A  similar  procedure  was  utilized  in 
the  FEIR  to  determine  background  flow  at  the  Cabot,  Cabot  & 
Forbes'  development  parcels.   Again,  it  is  assumed  that  as 
Cabot,  Cabot  &  Forbes  develops  their  parcels,  the  existing 
parkers  on  their  open  sites  will  vanish  for  purposes  of  traffic 
impact . 

The  FEIR  (at  page  IV.i-62)  assumes  that  all  current  parkers 
in  the  Fan  Pier  area  will  either  ride-share  or  take  public 
transit,  thereby  resulting  in  zero  additional  current  commuter 
trips  and  in  fact,  eliminating  almost  1,500  commuter  vehicles 
per  day.   There  is  no  basis  for  this  assumption  that  is  cited. 
It  is  arbitrary  and  unreasonable.   Almost  in  contrast,  the  FEIR 
indicates  that  parking  demands  in  the  financial  district  and 
south  station  area  will  exceed  available  supply  by  almost  8,000 
spaces  in  1990. 

Moreover,  EIR  trip  generation  rates  for  hotels,  luxury 
housing  and  office  buildings  are  modifications  of  estimates  for 
existing  downtown  developments.   The  FEIR  for  Fan  Pier  reduced 
these  rates  by  19%  for  1990  and  by  25%  by  1995  to  match  the 
supply  of  parking  that  is  expected  to  be  available  at  Fan 
Pier.   These  assumptions  are  totally  arbitrary  and  net  raticr.al 
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to  model  trip  generation  rates.   An  absence  of  sufficient 
parking  spaces  will  not  diminish  auto  travel  to  South  Boston  as 
assumed  by  the  developers.   This  win  result  in  more  than  an- 
ticipated auto  traffic  and  further  deterioration  in  already  bad 
Levels  of  Service  at  key  intersections.   Also,  the  Levels  of 
Service  analysis  for  key  intersections  does  not  reflect  the 
proposed  heavy  use  of  bus  access  to  the  site,  and  therefore  is 
overly  optimistic  about  negative  transit  impacts. 

Trip  generation  numbers,  which  are  drawn  from  the 
International  Place  Development,  are  lower  than  those  given  by 
the  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers  in  its  manual  on  the 
subject.   In  the  case  of  office  and  hotel  uses,  the  EIR  uses 
numbers  only  half  of  the  ITE  average  rates  and  considerably 
less  than  what  ITE  lists  as  a  minimxiin  or  low  end  of  the  range. 
This  makes  the  transportation  analysis  arbitrarily  optimistic 
and  even  more  unreliable. 

D.    Key  Intersections  in  South  Boston  and  Downtown  Will 
Operate  at  Unacceptable  Levels  Despite  Mitigation 
Measures . 

According  to  DEQE  in  its  comments  on  the  DEIR,  in  grading 
intersections  nothing  less  than  a  Level  of  Service  of  "C"  is 
acceptable;  "D",  "S"  and  "F"  Level  intersections  are  unaccept- 
able.  Sy  DEQE's  own  standards,  intersections  below  Level  "C" 
cannot  sustain  acditicr.al  deveicpment. 

Average  existing  daily  traffic  volumes  en  key  streets  in 
the  rZIR  study  range  from  8,300  -  30,350  vehicle  trips  per 
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day.   Of  particular  note,  the  high  value  is  for  vehicle  trips 
across  the  Sunroer  Street  Bridge.   The  bridge  links  across  the 
Fort  Point  Channel  are  critical  bottleneck  points.   Moreover, 
many  of  the  key  roadways  experience  the  peak  of  their  daily 
traffic  volumes  at  the  evening  commute  hour.   The  available 
traffic  flow  is  not  spread  evenly  across  the  day.   It  is 
expected  that  at  peak  p.m.  rush  hours,  the  Northern  Avenue 
Bridge  will  experience  47%  greater  traffic  volume  in  1995  than 
1985. 

Of  21  key  intersections  studied  in  the  FZIR,  at  a.m.  peak 
hour  Levels  of  Service,  one  is  already  at  Level  "F"  (Kosciuszko 
Circle),  three  intersections  are  already  at  Level  "D"  (West 
Broadway /Dorchester  Avenue,  Northern  Avenue/Ramp  Street  and 
Congress  Street/Atlantic  Avenue).   At  evening  commute  hours, 
several  intersections  degenerate  to  Level  "E"  (Northern 
Avenue/Sleeper  Street,  Northern  Avenue/Atl antic  Avenue,  Summer 
Street /Atlantic  Avenue),  and  several  other  intersections 
degenerate  to  level  "D"  (Old  Colony  Avenue/D  Street,  Congress 
Street/Atlantic  Avenue,  High  Street/  Atlantic  Avenue  and 
Northern  Avenue/Ramp  Street).   It  is  important  to  note  that 
many  of  these  intersections  are  critical  access  points  for  the 
three  bridges  that  serve  the  area  to  the  north;  the  main 
outflow  to  the  south  is  already  at  Level  of  Service  "F." 

The  rZIR  (at  page  IV.  1-17)  notes  that  truck  traffic  in 
this  area  is  heaviest  "in  the  morning  peak  hour."  Therefore, 
truck  traffic  is  directly  impacted  by  peak-hour  bottlenecks  m 
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the  region.   Even  more  critical,  the  FEIR  projects  that  "the 
largest  percentage  [traffic]  increases  in  1995  are  on  the 
Northern  Avenue  Bridge  (20%)  Atlantic  Avenue  (10%),  and  "A" 
Street  (10%)."   (FEIR,  at  page  IV. 1-51)  This  means  that  those 
streets  most  heavily  impacted  will  include  Northern  Avenue  and 
Atlantic  Avenue  which  are  critical  for  smooth  flow  of  traffic 
over  the  main  traffic  bridge  spanning  the  Fort  Point  Channel.* 

The  bottom  line  is  that  of  21  intersections  studied,  assum- 
ing even  the  most  optimistic  assumptions  in  the  FEIR;  seven 
intersections  show  declining  levels  of  service.   Six  of  these 
seven  intersections  would  remain  at  Levels  of  Service  "E"  or 
"F,"  which  are  unacceptable  even  in  1995,  not  accounting  for  a 
later  build-out  in  the  vicinity.   At  each  of  these 
intersections  the  volume  of  traffic  relative  to  the  carrying 
capacity  of  the  road  would  deteriorate.   It  is  important  to 
note  that  these  intersections  are  seven  of  the  most  critical 
intersections . 

In  addition,  in  the  evening  peak  hours,  seven  intersections 
will  experience  a  decline  in  Level  of  Service  if  Fan  Pier/Pier 
4  is  built  rather  than  under  a  no-built  scenario,  according  to 
the  FEIR.   The  developer  claims  that  this  deterioration  is  only 
to  occur  if  no  mitigation  measures  are  taken.   However,  there 


*According  to  the  November  25,  1986  Stull  &  Lee 
Kemcrand-jm  for  the  Heliport  Site  Analysis  the  average  weekday 
trucK  vcl'jme  over  the  Northern  .^.venue.  Congress  Street  and 
S-^T-er  Street  bridge  is  some  5320  trucks  per  day.   These  fig- 
ures were  co.T.piled  before  before  completion  of  the  new 
mcustricl  facility  being  constructed  at  tne  Army  3ase. 
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is  no  commitment  of  funding  or  implementation  for  any  of  the 
mitigation  measures  suggested;  the  developers  do  not  propose  to 
fund  them.  It  is  of  note  that  the  intersections  which  deterio- 
rate are  immediately  south  and  west  of  the  Fan  Pier  develop- 
ments and  those  intersections  immediately  across  each  of  the 
three  bridge  accesses  across  the  Fort  Point  Channel  into  the 
development  area. 

The  whole  development  area  will  generate,  according  to  the 
FZIR,  an  additional  50,000  daily  vehicle  trips,  of  which  18,000 
are  generated  by  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  alone.   Of  these  50,000  addi- 
tional vehicle  trips,  15,000  can  be  expected  to  come  from  the 
north  down  the  Central  Artery  and  across  the  Northern  Avenue 
Bridge  and  Congress  Street  Bridge.   These  exrra  trips  cannot  be 
tolerated  by  the  existing  Central  Artery.   However  even  the 
final  EIR  indicates  that  the  Central  Artery  construction  will 
not  be  completed  by  the  time  of  Fan  Pier  completion  in  1995. 

Even  without  Fan  Pier,  the  EIS  for  the  third  harbor  tunnel/ 
Central  Artery  states  that  the  Seaport  Access  Road  will,  under 
the  best  of  conditions,  be  congested  and  slow  at  peak  hours. 
However,  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  EIR  does  not  show  the  contribution 
of  the  Fan  Pier  development  on  the  Seaport  Access  Road.   This 
is  a  major  omission. 

The  transportation  system  simply  does  not  work  under  any 
assumptions  cf  build-cut  at  the  proposed  scale.   To  "rig"  the 
transportation  system  tc  rr.ake  it  appear  to  have  larger  carry-.nc 
Ccoacitv  than  actuailv  e;-:ist3,  the  FEIR  assumes,  for  exar.ple. 
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that  parking  can  be  banned  on  Atlantic  Avenue  and  Northern 
Avenue  and  the  parking  lane  redeployed  as  a  traffic  lane.   This 
increases  the  capacities  of  these  roads  by  as  much  as  50%,  on 
paper.   But  it  is  a  bogus  ass'omption  and  we  are  without  any 
commitment  for  implementation  by  government  authorities.   In 
actuality,  the  carrying  capacities  of  regional  roads  is  not  as 
great  as  assumed  by  the  FZIR.   The  transportation  system  simply 
does  not  function  adequately  if  the  project  is  constructed  as 
proposed. 

E.   The  Mitigation  Measures  Proposed,  Even  if  All  Are 

Implemented  Immediately,  Do  Not  Accomodate  The  Scale  of 
Development  Proposed. 

It  is  in  some  ways  deceptive  to  compare  the  no-build  alter- 
native to  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  alternative.   The  latter  assumes 
approximately  30  mitigation  measures  will  be  funded  and  imple- 
mented by  the  state  and/or  Boston.   Under  the  no-build 
scenario,  it  is  still  possible  to  implement  traffic  mitigation 
measures  which  would  make  the  no-build  scenario  look  quite 
favorable.   It  is  unrealistic  to  assume  that  traffic  mitigation 
measures  can  only  be  undertaken  if  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  is  developed 
as  proposed.   Because  the  developers  use  this  assumption,  it 
overstates  the  traffic  problems  in  the  no-build  scenario.. 

A  third  harbor  tunnel  alone  will  do  nothing  to  alleviate 
the  traffic  problem  in  the  Fcrt  Point  channel  area.   Major 
traffic  gridlock  at  tne  critical  "choke  point"  will  not  be 
alleviated  by  just  a  third  harbor  tunnel  and  Seaport  Access 
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Road  which  are  expected  to  be  completed  by  the  time  this 
development  is  finished.   The  result  would  be  destruction  of 
"the  Northern  Avenue/Atlantic  Avenue  intersection"  which  would 
be  made  much  worse.   This  is  not  contemplated  in  the  FEIR. 
Until  the  Central  Artery  is  improved,  and  that  improvement  is 
funded  and  completed,  the  additional  1,000  vehicle  trips  gener- 
ated across  Atlantic  Avenue  and  Northern  Avenue  at  p.m.  peak 
hour  by  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  proposal  implies  "Massive  backup 
queues  in  all  directions...  resulting  backup  queues  would  make 
the  intersection  totally  unmanageable."  (EOTC  comments  to  the 
DZIR,  at  page  6) . 

EOTC  pointedly  disagrees  with  some  of  the  mitigation  mea- 
sures proposed  by  the  developers,  such  as  no  local  parking  on  L 
Street  or  using  the  railroad  cut  as  a  private  travel  route. 
Adding  a  third  westbound  lane  for  the  Northern  Avenue  for  air 
quality  purposes  contradicts  other  mitigation  measures.   The 
EOTC  also  questions  the  widening  of  Northern  Avenue  and  other 
roads  as  a  way  to  mitigate  traffic  impact.   EOTC  notes  in 
comments  to  the  draft  EIR  that  without  the  Central  Artery  and 
the  third  harbor  tunnel  in  place,  this  area  cannot  accommodate 
the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  Development.   Since  it  is  now  clear  that 
the  Central  Artery  will  not  be  completed  at  the  time  that  the 
Fan  Pier/Pier  4  proponents  propose  to  complete  construction, 
this  would  argue  that  the  development  m.ust  be  phased  and  more 
siowlv  constructed. 
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Even  if  all  the  traffic  mitigation,  ride-sharing,  use  of 
public  transit  and  other  measures  are  successfully  implemented, 
under  the  most  optimistic  senario,  without  hitch,  delay  or 
other  unforeseen  circumstances,  there  are  still  three 
intersections  that  exhibit  a  Level  of  Service  of  "D,"  one  which 
exhibits  a  Level  of  Service  "E"  and  two  wnich  exhibit  a  Level 
of  Service  "F,"  during  the  a.m.  peak  rush  hour.   Under 
similarly  optimistic  conditions,  at  the  p.m.  rush  hour,  there 
will  be  two  intersections  at  Level  of  Service  of  "D,"  two 
intersections  at  Level  of  Service  of  "E,"  and  three 
intersections  at  Level  of  Service  of  "F"  (FEIR,  at  page 
IV. 1-119).   The  developer  admits  if  less  than  full  mitigation 
is  accomplished,  that  the  level  will  deteriorate  even  further. 
Under  any  scenario,  this  is  unacceptable. 

X.   THE  FEIR  IS  INSUFFICIENT  TO  PROVIDE  THE  BASIS  FOR  DEQE  TO 
GRi^iTT  A  CH.-J'TER  91  LICENSE. 

The  FEIR  does  not  provide  vital  information,  as  requested, 
needed  for  determination  of  the  Chapter  91  license.   There  is 
no  delineation  of  public  benefits  and  pxiblic  detriments  for 
purposes  of  Chapter  91  determinations.   The  Boston  Shipping 
Association  notes  that  for  purposes  of  Chapter  91,  public 
benefits  and  detriments  are  not  identical  to  benefits  and 
detriments  for  EIR  or  FDA  ccnsideraticns . 

In  the.r  comments  to  the  DEIR,  the  Boston  Harbor  Associates 
notes  that  traffic  degeneration  caused  by  the  project  is  a  pub- 
lic cetri.ment  under  Chapter  91  and  impairs  adjoining 

^ 
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water-dependent  uses.'   The  Executive  Office  of  Communities 
and  Development  comments  regarding  the  DEIR  that  the  1,000 
upscale  condominiums  must  be  counted  as  detriments  since  they 
deter  true  access  of  the  general  public  to  the  principal  part 
of  the  development,  regardless  of  the  public  access  or  open 
space  outdoors. 

XI.  THE  FEIR  FAILS  TO  ;^EQUATELY  EVALUATE  OTHER  I^:PACTS  ■ 

The  Boston  Shipping  Association  also  expresses  concern 

about  the  inadequacy  of  the  FEIR  in  adequately  evaluating, 

negotiating  or  providing  lesser  scale  alternatives  to  avoid  the 

emvironmental  consequences  of: 

•Sewer  surcharing  which  will  lead  to  peak  period  sewage 
overflows  into  Boston  Harbor. 

•Deleterious  impacts  on  air  quality. 

•Dislocation  of  existing  businesses  and  residents  due  to 
secondary  impacts  of  the  development. 

•Lack  cf  adequate  public  access,  public  space  public  bene- 
fit and  water  dependent  uses  in  the  development. 

•Adverse  wind  and  shadow  impacts" on  available  public  space 
caused  by  the  high-rise  scale. 


*The  project  is  subject  to  the  ch.  91  permitting  process 
and  would  properly  be  characterized  as  a  non-water  dependent 
use.   The  passing  and  detailed  references  to  water  transporta- 
tion and  recreational  uses  do  not  endow  the  development  with 
any  significant  water-dependent  q-^alities.   The  water  related 
activities  listed  in  the  FEIR  are  ephemeral  and 
">:r.s'>icstar.tiatec.   The  FEIR  does  not  support  the  conclusion  tr.at 
-.aritime  uses  will  be  encouraged.   Rather,  as  indicated  above, 
tr.e  FEIR  indicates  that  water  dependent  uses  in  Soutn  Boston 
will  be  severely  obstructed. 
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As  these  criticisms  are  articulated  at  length  by  comments 
of  the  Conservation  Law  Foundation,  Audubon  Society  and  others, 
we  will  join  their  comments  by  incorporation  by  reference  here- 
in, rather  than  reiterate  these  comments  at  length. 

For  the  above-stated  reasons,  the  FEIR  should  be  rejected 
by  Secretary  Hoyte  as  failing  to  comply  with  M.G.L.  c.30,  sec- 
tion 62-62H. 

RESPECTFULLY  SUBMITTED, 
For  the  BSA: 


Rooert  Calder 
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VIlCHAEL  WALSH 
Business  Manager 

iROBEFiT  D  SPINNEY 
f'na^ciai  Seceiar.-Treasure' 

VilCHAEL  SMALL 
jraanize' 


Sheet  Metal  Workers  International  Association  Local  Union  No.  1  7 

of  Eastern  Massachusetts  and  Rhode  Island 

A.FL -C.I.O. 

1 1  57  ADAMS  STREET    •     DORCHESTER,  MA  021  24 

Telephones  296-1  680  -  81 


Business  Agents 

JOHN  BEAN 
ROBEP'  FANNING 

ROBERT  HAROiWAN 
MANUEL  SILVIA  JR 


January  21 ,  1987 


Mr.  James  Hoyce 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

Secretary  of  Enviromental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  02202 

RE:   Fan  Pier  and  Pier  A  Project 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 


RECEIVED 


JAN  2  7 


!::•::■/ 


Good  day  sir!   My  purpose  in  writing  you  today  is  in  my  concertt'" 
over  the  future  of  the  two  (2)  projects  located  down  on  the  Water- 
front; the  Fan  pier  project  and  the  Pier  A  development.   I  have 
just  finished  reading  the, story  of  the  New  England  Life  Project 
in  this  morning's  Globe  and  after  reading  about  such  groups  as 
"The  concerned  citizens  for  a  better  New  England  life  and  adhoc 
groups  concerned  with  casting  shadows  over  the  Boston  Common", 
I  find  labor  representatives  such  as  myself  have  been  silent 
long  enough,  but  let  me  address  the  project  as  stated  above. 


OFFICE  OF  TWE  !^FC-r7:.rY  q: 
EiJAL  AFrAiKS 


I  am  the  business  manager  of  the  Sheet  Metal  Workers  International 
Local  Union  //17  and  presently  represent  over  2,000  members  located 
here  in  Massachusetts  and  our  organization  has  been  following  such 
projects  as  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  A  Project. 

"We  strongly  support  these  projects." 

The  jobs  that  will  be  generated  by  the  construction  of  these  projects 
will  add  a  great  deal  of  economic  stability  to  our  trade  as  well  as 
the  other  (13)  thirteen  trades  representing  the  Boston  Building  Trades. 

I  an  also  a  life  long  resident  of  Charlestown  as  are  a  great  deal  of 
our  members  who  also  live  in  the  city  of  Boston.  With  these  projects 
being  built  this  will  also  assure  a  great  deal  of  jobs  in  the  future 
for  their  friends,  neighbors  and  perhaps  relatives.   A  sizeable  amount 
of  our  members  live  within  the  boundaries  of  South  Boston  and  speakir.g 
for  their  needs,  they  also  urge  passage  and  approval  .f  these  projecrs. 


150  ERNEST  STREET  •  PROVIDENCE,  Rl  C2904  »  teleohone  1-401 -457-7075 
591  SUMMER  STREET  »  NEW  BEDFORD.  MA  C2740  r  Telephone  1 -999-305: 


Mr.  Janes  Hoyte 
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Mr.  Hoyte,  you  now  have  vacant  and  deteriorated  land.   What  better 
place  in  the  entire  city  of  Boston  can  you  possibly  show  this  city 
off  to  the  many  visitors  and  tourists  that  visit  Boston  now  and  in 
the  future?   We  have  built  over  seven  (7)  new  hotels  over  the  past 
three  (3)  years.   We  are  now,  as  you  are  aware  of,  the  major  re- 
building of  the  Hynes  Convention  Center  which  should  be  a  magnet 
for  conventions  to  visit  Boston  in  the  future.   Wouldn't  it  be 
beautiful  to  show  that  bright  beacon  light,  shining  from  this 
project,  out  over  the  harbor? 

In  closing  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  hearing  the  Sheet  Metal 
Workers  concerns  and  we,  in  our  organization,  strongly  urge  you  to 
certify  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  projects  in  your  final  EIR  report 
and  perhaps  quarterback  these  projects  throughout  the  other  state 
agencies  for  their  approval  as  well. 


Very  truly  yours. 


.mJ^^OJ^ 


PA       J. 

Michael  Walsh  ^ 
Business  Manager 
Sheet  Metal  Workers 
International  Association 
Local  Union  WYl 


MW:mb 

cc:   M.  Dukakis 

R.  Flynn 
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[gcABOT.      CABOT     &      FORBES 

StITv      STATE      STREET         BOfeTON        "  Abb  *C  m  USETT  S      02t09 


HAND  PSLIVIRSP 

January  23,  1987  A  Jl   t  I  *'  L  D 


Secretary  James  S.  Hoyte  *' 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental 

Affairs  OF':.-"  : 

100  Cambridge  Street,  2  0th  Floor     £;,v:i, 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02202 


Attn:   MEPA  Unit 

Re:     Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  -  EOEA  #  4426/4584 

Fan  Pier  Development/Pier  4  Development 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

Cabot,  Cabot  &  Forbes  ("CC&F") ,  being  the  owner  of  an  ap- 
proximately 22.4  acre  development  site  located  adjacent  to  the  Fan 
Pier  Development/Pier  4  Development,  submits  the  following  com- 
ments upon  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  ("Final  EIR")  for 
the  Fan  Pier  Development/Pier  4  Development  (the  "Developments"). 

We  are  broadly  in  support  of  the  Developments,  together  with  an 
integrated,  planned  redevelopment  of  CC&F's  and  other  fallow 
parcels  south  of  the  Fort  Point  Channel.  'The  importance  of 
development  in  this  location  is  of  enormous  significance  to  the 
future  economic  vitality  of  both  the  City  of  Boston  and  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Massachusetts.   Nonetheless,  we  are  writing  to  urge 
the  Secretary  to  find  that  the  Final  EIR  for  the  Developments  does 
no"c  adequately  and  properly  comply  with  the  Massachusetts 
Environmental  Policy  Act  and  its  implementing  regulations.   We 
make  this  request  based  upon  the  following  omissions  or  errors  in 
the  Final  EIR: 

Lac)<  of  Response  to  Scope  Concerning  Prciect  Phasina/Mitiaation 
Phasing.   The  Final  EIR  does  not  respond  to  the  specific  direc- 
tives of  your  Certificate  dated  January  30,  1986,  with  respect  to 
the  provision  of  assurance  that  assumed  measures  to  mitigate  the 
impact  on  South  Boston  support  system.s,  particularly  transporta- 
tion systems,  "...  are  in  place  v:hen  needed"  (emphasis  added). 
Tne   Final  EIR  has  relied  almost  exclusively  upon  the  creation  of 
mfras-ruc-ure  by  public  agencies,  assuming  the  completion  of  tne 
infrastructure  by  the  year  1995.   No  consideration  has  been  given 
to  phasing  cf  the  Develop.Tients  in  relation  to  the  construction  cf 


EcABOT  C  A  5  OT  6.  F  O  R  B  E  S 
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assumed  infrastructure.   This  significant  omission  must  be 
contrasted  with  the  clear  directive  of  the  Certificate  including 
the  following:  ..."Project  phasing  should  be  determined  by  the 
anticipated  timing  of  mitigation  measures.   A  clear  schedule 
relating  the  demands  of  this  and  other  projects  to  anticipated 
roadway  capacity  should  be  provided." 

The  entire  premise  of  the  Final  EIR  is  that  the  complete  planned 
roadway  program  identified  in  the  Final  EIR  will  be  constructed 
and  opened  by  1995.   Clearly,  significant  portions  of  the  Develop- 
ments will  have  been  undertaken  in  the  intervening  years,  but, 
except  for  the  1990  analysis  with  and  without  the  Third  Harbor 
Tunnel/Seaport  Access  System  contained  in  the  Draft  EIR,  no 
analysis  is  presented  concerning  the  impact  of  the  phases  of 
development  upon  a  partially  constructed  (or  unconstructed  or  in 
construction)  roadway  system.   Further,  the  Final  EIR  assumes  that 
the  undertaking  of  such  road  construction  will  be  exclusively  by 
public  agencies  and  at  public  expense,  without  identifying 
specific  appropriations  or  commitments  for  the  enormous  costs  of 
roadway  design,  right  of  way  acquisition,  and  roadway  construc- 
tion.  Table  IV. 1-35  clearly  limits  the  Proponents'  contribution 
to  all  of  these  activities  to  planning  ser-vices  in  general,  with 
limited  monetary  contribution  for  engineering  and  study. 

Several  factors  external  to  the  Final  EIR  make  it  clear  that  the 
Proponents'  reliance  upon  the  blanket  completion  of  all  of  the 
roadway  improvements  assumed  is  misplaced.   For  example,  in  the 
last  quarter  of  1986  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Works 
("MDPW")  held  a  public  hearing  and  solicited  comment  upon  the 
proposed  design  for  the  construction  of  the  New  Northern  Avenue 
Bridge,  New  Northern  Avenue,  and  connecting  streets  and  inter- 
sections to  integrate  New  Northern  Avenue  with  the  existing 
Northern  Avenue.   Of  particular  interest,  this  proposed  Northern 
Avenue  Project  would  cause  the  construction  of  only  one  cross 
street  connecting  Old  Northern  Avenue  and  New  Northern  Avenue. 
The  MDPW's  design  would  involve  the  extension  of  Sleeper  Street  to 
make  the  connection  between  Old  Northern  Avenue  and  New  Northern 
Avenue  at  the  westerly  end,  and  includes  solely  the  intersection 
of  Old  Northern  Avenue  and  New  Northern  Avenue  as  tne  easterly 
point  of  connection.   No  proposal  is  currently  made  by  MDPW  for 
the  construction  of  Farnsworth  Street,  Pittsburgh  Street,  or  South 
Seaport  Access  Road,  all  of  which  are  shown  or  assumed  in  the 
traffic  analysis  included  in  the  Final  EIR.   While  MDPW's  current 
undertaking  is  thus  limited,  the  Boston  Region's  current 
Transportation  Improvement  Program  list,  as  prepared  by  the  Metro- 
politan Area  Planning  Council  assumes  that  the  design  of  the  ad- 
ditional cross  streets  is  to  be  undertaken  by  the  City  of  Boston, 
with  construction  by  the  MDPW, 
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To  highlight  the  questionable  nature  of  the  assumptions  relied 
upon  in  the  Final  EIR,  we  have  asked  our  consulting  engineers, 
Fay,  Spofford  &  Thorndike,  Inc.  ("FST"),  to  analyze  the  traffic 
impacts  of  the  failure  to  construct  simply  one  of  the  streets  as- 
sumed to  be  in  existence  in  1995  in  the  Final  EIR.   Specifically, 
we  asked  FST  to  determine  the  impact  in  the  morning  and  evening 
peak  hours  on  all  adjacent  intersections  if  the  Pittsburgh  Street 
Extension  were  not  constructed  and  available  as  a  connecting 
street  between  Old  Northern  Avenue  and  New  Northern  Avenue  by 
1995.   Exhibit  1  attached  to  this  letter  shows  the  results  of  that 
analysis.   Summarized  briefly,  FST  concluded  that  at  the  morning 
peak  hour  two  additional  intersections  will  be  downgraded  to  Level 
of  Service  ("LOS")  F;  during  the  evening  peak  hour  one  additional 
intersection  will  be  downgraded  to  LOS  F  and  one  intersection, 
already  at  LOS  F,  will  (in  1995)  be  substantially  worsened.   Each 
of  these  reductions  in  Level  of  Service  is  expected  to  be  ac- 
companied by  a  "ripple  effect"  degradation  of  the  traffic 
operations  experienced  on  adjacent  streets  and  at  adjacent  inter- 
sections. 

Invalid  Background  Traffic  Generation  Assumptions.   The  Final  EIR 
has  failed  to  respond  to  CC&F's  comment  on  the  Draft  EIR  that 
Proponents'  assumptions  concerning  the  intensity  of  use  of  CC&F's 
land  in  the  Draft  EIR,  repeated  in  the  Final  EIR,  are 
substantially  understated.   The  Final  EIR  presumes  construction  on 
CC&F's  land  of  only  500,000  square  feet  of  new  construction  by  the 
year  1995,  disregarding  CC&F's  comment  that  actual  development 
will  likely  be  5,000,000  square  feet,  or  ten  times  that  amount. 
In  response  to  CC&F's  earlier  comment,  the  Proponents  have 
indicated  that  "anticipating  the  long-term  development  density"  of 
CC&F's  land  goes  beyond  the  scope  of  their  EIR.   If  by  this 
response  Proponents  mean  that  they  do  not  believe  that  development 
in  excess  of  500,000  square  feet  will  occur  on  CC&F's  land  by  the 
year  1995,  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  Proponents  to  take  into  ac- 
count likely  activity  on  the  CC&F  land  during  the  analysis  period. 
The  obvious  interim  use  of  CC&F's  land  during  periods  prior  to 
full  build  out  on  our  22.4  acre  site  is  for  off-street  commuter 
parking  in  replacement  of  the  acres  of  parking  being  displaced  by 
the  Fan  Pier  Development/Pier  4  Development.   This  use  of  CC&F's 
land  is  a  logical  extension  of  the  current  commuter  parking  now 
operated  on  a  portion  of  CC&F's  land,  and  is  consistent  with  plan- 
ning undertaken  by  the  City  of  Boston  for  meeting  the  demand  for 
off-street  parking  in  coming  years.   In  a  document  dated  February, 
1986,  produced  by  the  City  of  Boston  entitled  "A  Framework  for 
Improved  Access",  the  City  of  Boston  proposed  that  the  Fort  Pcir.t 
Channel  area  be  used  as  the  site  for  "fringe  parking"  to  ser\'ice 
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the  needs  of  the  growing  downtown  district.   Such  use  of  CC&F's 
land  would  be  consistent  with  current  city  planning,  and  would 
clearly  be  the  highest  and  best  interim  use  of  CC&F's  vacant  land. 

We  have  calculated  that  approximately  20  acres  of  CCLF's    land 
holdings  could  be  dedicated  to  commuter  parking  (perhaps  operated 
by  shuttling  parkers  through  the  lot  by  snuttle  bus  in  the  same 
manner  that  rental  car  agencies  bring  their  patrons  to  their 
rented  cars),  accommodating  approximately  an  additional  3,000  off- 
street  parking  spaces.   If  fully  utilized,  each  of  those  parking 
spaces  would  represent  a  morning  and  evening  peak  period  arrival 
and  departure,  and  possibly  several  off-peak  period  trips,  identi- 
cal in  trip  generation  characteristics  to  the  vehicle  trips  now 
generated  by  the  off-street  parking  conducted  on  the  Proponents' 
surface  parking  areas.   These  trips  must  be  added  to  the  traffic 
studied  in  the  Final  EIR. 

The  ramifications  of  this  off-street  parking  assumption  go  beyond 
the  impact  on  the  road  system  and  Level  of  Service  analysis 
contained  in  the  Final  EIR.   It  is  probable  that  the  persons 
utilizing  off-street  parking  developed  on  the  CC&F  land  would 
reach  their  downtown  destinations  by  riding  the  shuttle  bus 
proposed  as  a  transportation  mitigation  measure  in  the  Final  EIR. 
The  ridership  assumptions  in  the  Final  EIR  for  the  shuttle  bus 
have  not  included  any  assumed  ridership  for  the  owners  of  ad- 
ditional vehicles  utilizing  off-street  parking  at  the  CC&F  site. 
The  feasibility  of  the  shuttle  bus  as  an  effective  link  to  transit 
must  be  restudied  with  these  changed  assumptions. 

While  the  foregoing  is  not  an  exhaustive  review  of  the  impacts 
associated  with  of  the  use  of  CC&F's  land  for  off-street  parking, 
it  demonstrates  that  the  Final  EIR  has  made  a  significant  omission 
in  its  estimate  of  background  traffic  generation  attributable  to 
the  CC&F  land.   The  Proponents  cannot  assume  limited  development 
of  the  land,  with  concomitant  limited  demand  upon  infrastructure, 
while  at  the  same  time  assuming  that  the  balance  of  the  land  will 
remain  unused,  particularly  when  Proponents  have  themselves 
identified  a  need  for  replacement  of  off-street  parking  which  they 
will  be  displacing.   It  is  clear  that  Proponents  have  not  assumed 
the  use  of  CC&F's  land  for  parking,  for  the  following  statement 
appears  in  the  discussion  on  page  IV. 1-62  of  the  Final  EIR 
concerning  the  loss  of  existing  parking:  "Analysis  of  the  parki.-g 
situation  in  Boston  indicates  that  no  comparably  priced  parking 
alternatives  are  likely  to  be  available  and  that  the  commuters 
will  have  to  use  public  transportation  or  rideshare  with  ctner 
corjr.uters  who  have  a  downtown  parking  space". 
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Implicit  in  our  insistence  that  the  background  assumptions  used  to 
evaluate  the  impact  of  the  Developments  on  all  of  the  critical 
transportation  and  infrastructure  elements  in  the  Fort  Point  Chan- 
nel area  be  expanded  to  include  the  level  of  our  intended  develop- 
ment, or  at  a  minimum  the  logical  interim  use  of  the  CC&F  land,  is 
our  concern  that  the  Final  EIR  has  adopted  a  myopic  view  of 
development  in  the  immediate  Fort  Point  Channel  area.   While  there 
appears  to  be  universal  recognition  that  Boston's  growth  in  the 
next  decade  will  be  focused  in  this  area  of  open  land,  no  "master 
planning"  is  being  done  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  probable 
contemporaneous  or  overlapping  development.   It  appears  to  CCSiF 
that  adherence  to  MEPA's  usual  working  rule  that  projects  for 
which  no  filing  under  MEPA  has  been  made  need  not  be  included  in 
the  background  and  contextual  analysis  in  an  EIR  is  not  appropri- 
ate in  this  case,  for  the  impacts  of  development  may  be 
substantially  understated  as  a  result. 

Road  Alignment.   As  indicated  earlier  in  this  letter,  the  MDPW  has 
solicited  comment  upon  the  design  for  the  new  Northern  Avenue 
Bridge  and  related  roadway  improvements.   CC&F  submitted  extensive 
comments  to  the  MDPW  in  a  letter  dated  December  5,  1986,  a  copy  of 
which  is  annexed  hereto  as  Exhibit  2.   Each  of  the  comments 
expressed  in  such  letter  is  incorporated  herein  by  this  reference. 
While  the  focus  of  those  comments  was  on  the  specific  location  and 
design  of  particular  roadways  proposed  for  construction  at  this 
time,  many  of  the  general  comments  expressed  in  the  letter  are 
appropriate  to  several  aspects  of  the  proposed  Fan  Pier 
Development/Pier  4  Development  and  the  mitigation  measures  assumed 
in  the  Final  EIR.   Central  to  CC&F's  comments  upon  the  roadway 
system  are  design  and  planning  measures  to  minimize  the  impact  of 
the  layout  of  the  roadway  system  upon  the  value  and  development 
potential  of  CC&F's  remaining  land.   The  Proponents  are  sponsoring 
the  creation  of  a  street  pattern  which  relies  heavily  on  land  tak- 
ings from  CC&F.   The  creation  of  this  street  pattern  is  itself  an 
adverse  impact  of  the  Developments,  the  mitigation  of  which  must 
be  addressed  in  the  Final  EIR. 

Utility  and  Infrastructure  Distribution  Configuration.  .Related  to 
our  comments  to  the  MDPW  with  respect  to  the  design  and  configura- 
tion of  the  New  Northern  Avenue  Bridge  Project,  we  strongly  urge 
that  the  master  plan  for  storm  drain,  electric,  and  telephone 
utilities  infrastructure  improvements  be  reconfigured  to  delete 
all  of  the  proposed  distribution  branches  shown  as  lying  in  the 
roadbeds  of  cross  streets,  specifically  the  Pittsburgh  Street 
Extension  and  Outbound  Seaport  Access  Road  Connector,  connecting 
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Old  Northern  Avenue  and  New  Northern  Avenue  .   Running  utilities 
along  the  perimeter  of  CC&F's  land  produces  the  greatest  degree  of 
flexibility  for  the  planning  of  development  on  CC&F's  land  and 
beneath  the  traveled  way  of  proposed  roadways.   The  creation  of  a 
utility  system  as  proposed  by  the  Proponents  would  further  segment 
and  fragment  CC&F's  land  holdings,  diminishing  the  development 
alternatives  for,  and  potentially  increasing  the  cost  of  develop- 
ment of,  our  land. 

Conclusion .   For  the  foregoing  reasons,  CC&F  urges  the  Secretary 
to  find  the  Final  EIR  inadequate,  and  to  direct  the  Proponents  to 
undertake  further  study  which  addresses  the  following: 

1.  The  phasing  of  the  construction  of  program  area  correlated 
with  and  conditioned  upon  the  construction  and  opening  of 
specific  roadway  improvements; 

2.  Modification  of  all  of  the  analyses  of  traffic,  parking,  and 
related  air  quality  to  include  in  the  background  assumptions 
either  the  full  development  of  CC&F's  land  at  5,000,000 
square  feet  of  program  by  1995  or  the  development  of  only 
500,000  square  feet  of  program  with  the  dedication  of  the 
balance  of  CC&F's  land  to  reasonably  priced  commuter  off- 
street  parking,  in  either  case  with  the  concomitant  assumed 
demand  on  the  ridership  of  the  shuttle  bus  service  discussed 
in  the  Final  EIR  as  a  mitigation  measure;  and 

3.  Analyses  of  the  Fan  Pier  Development/Pier  4  Development  in 
light  of  the  construction  of  roadways  and  the  installation  of 
utilities  in  a  manner  which  causes  the  least  detriment  to  the 
value  of,  and  development  flexibility  retained  by  the,  CC&F 
land  adjacent  to  Proponents'  Developments. 


Very  truly  yours,   / 

Geoffrey  Saiifth/  Vice/ President 
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EXHIBIT  1  (Cont.) 
INTERSECTION  ANALYSIS  -  AM  PEAK  HOUB  FOR  1995* 


1995 

No-Build 

Build 

Lccetion 

V/C          LOS 

v/c 

LPS 

0.63 


0.97 


0.94 


New  Northern  Avenue/Pittsburgh 
with  Pittsburgh  Street  Extension 

New  Northern  Avenue/Pittsburgh 
without  Pittsburgh  Street  Extension 

New  Northern  Avenue/ 
Seaport  Access  Road  Entrance 
with  Pittsburgh  Street  Extension 

New  Northern  Avenue/ 
Seaport  Access  Road  Entrance 
without  Pittsburgh  Street  Extension 

New  Northern  Avenue/ 

Seaport  Access  Road  Exit 

with  Pittsburgh  Street  Extension 

New  Northern  Avenue/ 

Seaport  Access  Road  Exit 

without  Pittsburgh  Street  Extension 

Old  Northern  Avenue /Pittsburgh  Street 
with  Pittsburgh  Street  Extension 

Old  Northern  Avenue/Pittsburgh  Street 
without  Pittsburgh  Street  Extension 


Old  Northern  Avenue/Pier  4  Entrance/exit 

with  Pittsburgh  Street  Extension        NC*** 

Old  Northern  Avenue/Pier  4  Entrance/exit 
without  Pittsburgh  Street  Extension 


Old  Hortbars  Avenue/ 
Seaport  Xecesi  So«d  Entrance 
with  Pittsburgh  Street  Extension 

Old  Northern  Avenue/ 
Seaport  Access  Road  Entrance 
without  Pittsburgh  Street  Extension 


490** 


0.25 


0.74 


0.87 


1.21 


1.49 


0.95 


1.35 


181** 


135** 


NC*** 


120** 


0.68 


0.87 


•  Based  on  Table  IV. 1-21  on  p.  IV. 1-57  of  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  Final  EIR. 
**  Reserve  capacity  in  vehicles  per  hour  at  an  unsignalized  intersection. 
***  Not  calculated  in  the  FEIR 
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BY  MESSENGER 

December  5,  1986 

Mr.  Robert  H.  Johnson 
Chief  Engineer 
Massachusetts  Department 

of  Public  Works 
Transportation  Building 
10  Park  Plaza 
Boston,  Massachusetts 

Re:   Design  for  New  Northern  Avenue  Bridge 
and  Related  Street  Improvements 

Dear  Mr.  Johnson: 

Cabot,  Cabot  &  Forbes  ("CC&F")  is  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity 
to  submit  its  comments  upon  the  proposed  reconstruction  of  the 
Northern  Avenue  Bridge,  the  construction  of  new  Northern  Avenue, 
and  the  design  of  connecting  streets  and  intersections  to 
integrate  New  Northern  Avenue  with  the  existing  Northern  Avenue  in 
the  City  of  Boston. 

CC&F  is  a  significant  lando%mer  in  the  Fort  Point  Channel  area. 
Substantially  all  of  the  proposed  locations  for  nev  roadways  and 
intersections  are  planned  on  land  now  owned  by  CCtF.   While  there 
are  several  other  major  landovmers  in  the  Port  Point  Channel  area 
whose  interests  are  substantially  affected  by  the  layout  and 
construction  of  these  proposed  road  improvements,  none  are  as 
directly  affected  as  CC&F,  since  the  proposed  road  improvements 
not  only  take  portions  of  our  land  but  segment  our  remaining  land 
holdings  into  discrete  imd  separated  parcels.   Accordingly,  we 
would  hope  that  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Works  will 
give  great  weight  to  the  comments  made  in  this  letter. 

In  light  of  the  fact  that  the  carrying  out  of  the  proposed 
Northern  Avenue  Bridge  and  roadway  improvements  will  involve  the 
taking  by  eminent  domain  of  land  from  CC&P,  all  of  the  following 
comments  must  necessarily  be  prefaced  by  our  statement  that  these 
comments  are  made  without  prejudice  to  our  right  to  assert  claims 
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for  damages,  both  direct  and  consequential,  arising  from  the 
prospective  taking  of  our  land. 

That  necessary  preface  having  been  said,  we  are  supportive  of  the 
general  design  of  the  Northern  Avenue  improvements.   However,  we 
have  very  specific  requests  with  respect  to  portions  of  the 
improvements  shown  in  the  drawings  prepared  by  Ammcinn  &  Whitney, 
dated  November,  1986,  which  were  the  subject  of  your  public  hear- 
ing held  on  Thursday,  November  20,  1986,  at  Boston  City  Hall. 
Substantially  all  of  our  comments  are  addressed  to  the  improve- 
ments as  shown  on  the  sheet  in  those  plans  entitled  "Proposed 
Northern  Avenue  Relocation"  (the  "Plan").   I  will  attempt  to 
organize  these  comments  into  the  following  general  categories: 
alignment  of  New  Northern  Avenue;  the  New  Northern  Avenue/Old 
Northern  Avenue  Intersection;  and  the  cross  street  connection 
between  New  Northern  Avenue  and  Old  Northern  Avenue. 

Alignment  of  Hew  Northern  Avenue.  We  would  like  to  see  New 
Northern  Avenue  moved  in  a  southerly  direction  by  approximately  15 
feet,  creating  a  gentle  curve  in  the  area  between  the  landing  of 
the  New  Northern  Avenue  Bridge  and  the  point  of  intersection 
between  Old  and  New  Northern  Avenue.   This  subtle  shift  in  the 
layout  of  New  Northern  Avenue  would  accomplish  the  following  major 
objectives: 

1.   CC&F  is  the  owner  of  substantially  all  of  the  land  lying 
between  Old  Northern  Avenue  and  New  Northern  Avenue. 
Our  plans  call  for  the  future  development  of  this  land 
area  eis  part  of  the  rebirth  of  the  Fort  Point  Channel 
area  amd  the  expansion  of  the  commercial  district  of 
downtown  Boston.  Therefore,  we  are  particularly 
concerned  about  the  depth  of  the  land  area  which  will 
remain  between  Old  Northern  Avenue  and  New  Northern 
Avenue.   The  southerly  shift  of  the  New  Northern  Avenue 
roadway  will  create  greater  remaining  depth  in  the 
parcel  lying  between  these  roads,  thereby  creating 
greater  development  flexibility  for  this  area.   The 
southerly  shift  also  reduces  the  size  of  the  "vestigial" 
parcel  remaining  to  the  south  of  the  roadway.   Both  of 
these  results  may  potentially  diminish  the  damages  aris- 
ing from  the  eminent  domain  takings  which  must  be 
incurred  by  the  public  in  order  to  carry  out  these 
improvements. 
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2.   We  understand  that  certain  planners  at  the  Boston  Re- 
development Authority  have  been  concerned  about  the  land 
area  which  will  exist  between  the  southerly  sideline  of 
proposed  New  Northern  Avenue  and  the  northerly  limits  of 
the  buildings  owned  by  Boston  Wharf  Company  in  the  area 
south  of  the  new  roadway.   The  City's  plan  is  to  create 
an  urban  fabric  in  the  Fort  Point  Channel  area.   The 
current  location  of  New  Northern  Avenue  creates  a  large 
strip  of  land  between  the  roadway  and  the  existing 
buildings,  a  strip  not  particularly  useful  or  develop- 
able either  for  new  construction  or  for  extension  of  the 
existing  buildings.   Although  a  portion  of  that  strip  is 
an  easement  area  necessary  for  access  to  existing  build- 
ings, approximately  15  feet  of  the  area  which  would 
remain  between  the  roadway  and  those  buildings  can  be 
eliminated  by  the  southerly  shift  of  the  roadway  loca- 
tion.  Bringing  the  road  closer  to  the  existing  build- 
ings will  create  a  relationship  between  road  and  build- 
ings more  typical  of  an  urban  setting  where  buildings 
are  built  substantially  to  property  lines  abutting  on 
public  ways. 

New  Northern  Avenue/Old  Northern  Avenue  Intersection.   The  inter- 
section of  Old  and  New  Northern  Avenues  as  shown  on  the  Plan  envi- 
sions a  connection  to  a  narrowed  Old  Northern  Avenue.   It  presumes 
that  Old  Northern  Avenue  will  be  narrowed  along  its  current  center 
line,  discontinuing  narrow  parcels  both  to  the  north  and  south  of 
the  existing  roadway.   While  the  ultimate  configuration  of  Old 
Northern  Avenue  will  be  controlled  by  the  City  of  Boston  Public 
Improvement  Commission,  we  are  concerned  that  the  intersection 
design  might  prejudice  the  outcome  of  the  alignment  of  Old 
Northern  Avenue.   We  believe  Old  Northern  Avenue  ought  to  be  nar- 
rowed, but  that  it  should  be  narrowed  by  the  discontinuance  of  a 
portion  of  the  existing  roadway  on  the  southerly  side,  leaving  the 
northerly  side  line  of  Old  Northern  Avenue  in  its  current  posi- 
tion.  Once  again,  we  are  persuaded  to  make  this  comment  in  order 
to  maximize  the  depth  of  the  residual  parcel  lying  between 
reconfigured  Old  Northern  Avenue  and  New  Northern  Avenue.   All  of 
the  land  area  for  New  Northern  Avenue  will  be  taken  from  CC&F. 
Its  seems  reasonable  that  land  area  freed  up  from  the  roadway 
location  to  the  north  ought  to  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  remain- 
ing CC&F  parcel  to  partially  offset  the  land  takings  necessary  for 
these  roadway  improvements. 
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The  foregoing  comment  was  directed  to  the  design  of  the  inter- 
section as  shown  on  the  Plan.   That  intersection  is  designed,  as 
we  understand  it,  as  a  one-way  intersection  allowing  traffic  to 
flow  northeasterly  to  Pier  4  and  northwesterly  along  Old  Northern 
Avenue.   However,  we  have  seen  a  drawing  of  a  proposed  alternative 
for  this  intersection  in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  for 
the  Fan  Pier  Development/Pier  4  Development  which  was  recently 
completed  and  circulated.   Figure  IV. 1-5  in  the  traffic  and  park- 
ing section  of  the  Final  EIR  shows  a  different  configuration  for 
this  intersection.   Since  we  presume  that  the  proponents  of  those 
two  projects  will  be  advancing  their  design  of  this  intersection 
as  a  proposed  design  alternative  to  that  shown  in  the  Plan,  we 
feel  it  appropriate  to  respond  in  advance  to  that  suggestion. 
That  proposed  design  has  presumed  a  two-way  traffic  flow  in  the 
intersection,  with  a  proposed  left  turn  from  Old  Northern  Avenue 
to  enable  traffic  turning  onto  the  Pier  4  premises.   In  addition, 
to  create  a  turning  lane  for  such  left  turning  traffic,  a  widening 
of  Old  Northern  Avenue  further  onto  CC&F  property  has  been  shown. 
We  can  find  no  engineering  justification  for  the  creation  of  a 
left  turn  into  what  had  been  designed  as  a  free  flowing  one-way 
intersection.   Further,  we  strongly  object  to  any  further  incur- 
sion of  the  Old  Northern  roadway  onto  the  land  of  CCtF.   We  would 
also  observe  with  respect  to  such  figure  IV. 1-5  that  the  alignment 
of  Old  Northern  Avenue  as  shown  thereon  seems  to  be  moving  south 
form  the  current  center  line,  towards  the  CC&F  property,  a  "migra- 
tion" which  we  oppose  for  the  reasons  set  forth  in  the  preceding 
paragraph. 

Accordingly,  we  would  ask  that  the  intersection  design  be  modified 
to  assume  that  the  northerly  side  line  of  Old  Northern  Avenue  will 
continue  in  its  current  location  and  that  the  narrowing  of  Old 
Northern  Avenue  wil:  occur  solely  by  the  discontinuance  of  a  strip 
along  the  southerly  line  of  existing  Old  Northern  Avenue. 

Cross  Str«ct  Connection.   The  Plan  has  provided  for  a  westerly 
connection  between  Old  Northern  Avenue  and  New  Northern  Avenue. 
It  presumes  that  Sleeper  Street  will  be  relocated  to  the  east,  to 
align  with  the  portion  of  existing  Sleeper  Street  lying  to  the 
south  of  the  proposed  New  Northern  Avenue  layout.   CC&F  believes 
that  the  cross  street  connection  would  be  better  made  by  the 
extension  of  Farnsworth  Street  in  lieu  of  the  Sleeper  Street  con- 
nection.  We  make  this  suggestion  for  the  following  reasons: 
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1.  The  laying  out  of  either  cross  street,  whether  Sleeper 
Street  or  Farnsworth  Street,  will  involve,  once  again,  a 
taking  of  CCtF  land,  resulting  in  a  parcelization  of  our 
land  holdings.   The  laying  out  of  Sleeper  Street  will 
create  a  residual  parcel  to  the  northeast  of  Sleeper 
Street,  having  little  development  value.   Moving  the 
cross  street  connection  to  Farnsworth  Street  leaves  a 
substantially  larger  parcel  for  development  undivided  by 
roadways,  providing  a  greater  degree  of  flexibility,  for 
the  programming  and  development  of  the  CC&F  land. 

2.  The  design  of  the  Fan  Pier  Development  locates  one  of 
the  two  bridges  across  the  canal  in  the  Fan  Pier 
development  along  the  alignment  of  Farnsworth  Street. 
Since  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  development  encompasses 
substantially  all  of  the  land  area  served  by  the 
continued  existence  of  Old  Northern  Avenue,  the 
Farnsworth  Street  alignment  would  seem  a  logical  gateway 
for  that  development. 

In  addition  to  the  three  broad  categories  of  comments  discussed 
above,  there  are  some  further  comments  not  only  about  the  design 
of  the  roadway  improvements  as  shown  on  the  Plan  but  also  eibout 
the  undertaking  of  the  improvements. 

The  Plan  shows  that  traffic  exiting  from  the  South  Station  Tunnel 
at  the  High  Street  ramp  will  not  be  able  to  make  a  left  turn, 
across  Atlantic  Avenue,  onto  the  Northern  Avenue  bridge.   This 
seems  to  us  a  glaring  omission  and  that  the  Atlantic  Avenue/ 
Northern  Avenue  bridge  intersection  must  be  redesigned  and  signal- 
ized to  allow  for  the  left  turn  movement  from  that  exit  ramp. 

Finally,  we  wish  to  anticipate  some  development  issues  related  to 
development  on  the  CCtF  land  after  the  taking  of  property  by 
eminent  dooain  for  the  implementation  of  this  new  roadway  system. 
As  we  indicated  earlier  in  this  letter,  it  is  our  understanding 
that  the  City  of  Boston's  urban  design  objectives  for  the  develop- 
ment of  the  Fort  Point  Channel  area  include  the  extension  of  the 
pattern  of  downtown  development  where  buildings  are  built  to  their 
property  lines  abutting  on  public  ways.   It  is  often  the  case  in 
such  construction  that  portions  of  the  foundations  of  such  build- 
ings must  protrude  beneath  the  sidewalk  of  the  public  way,  and 
that  decorative  projections  from  the  buildings  such  as  cornices 
and  courses  of  bricking  project  over  the  public  way.   Because  of 
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the  difficulty  in  obtaining  property  rights  for  subsurface  and 
above-grade  projections  under  or  over  the  public  way,  we  strongly 
urge  that  the  layout  of  New  Northern  Avenue  be  limited,  both  below 
and  above-grade,  to  a  designated  distance  from  the  finished  grade 
along  a  strip  on  both  the  northerly  and  southerly  side  lines  of 
the  roadway.   We  recognize  that  major  utilities  will  be  placed 
beneath  the  travel  lanes  of  New  Northern  Avenue,  and  therefore 
have  limited  our  request  for  the  vertical  limitation  of  the  layout 
to  the  areas  which  would  be  located  beneath  the  sidewalks  on 
either  side  of  the  roadway. 

We  have  substantially  the  same  request  to  make  with  respect  to 
below  grade  areas  underneath  any  connector  street,  be  it 
Farnsworth  Street  as  we  have  suggested,  or  Sleeper  Street  as  shown 
on  the  Plan,  as  well  as  above  grade  areas.   In  this  case,  however, 
we  would  request  that  the  street  layout  be  limited  to  a  shallow 
depth  below  the  finished  roadway  in  order  that  complete  design 
flexibility  be  retained  to  interconnect  development  which  may  be 
built  to  the  eeist  and  west  of  connector  streets.   For  example,  in 
the  Fan  Pier  development  a  single  service  system  and  integrated 
garage  will  be  built  beneath  buildings  which  are,  at  grade, 
separated  by  the  Fan  Pier  road  system.   We  would  like  your  plans 
to  retain  that  degree  of  flexibility  for  our  proposed  future 
development. 

Some  of  the  comments  made  in  this  letter,  particularly  the  request 
for  the  realignment  of  New  Northern  Avenue  and  for  the  substitu- 
tion of  Farnsworth  Street  for  Sleeper  Street  as  the  connection  at 
the  westerly  end  of  New  Northern  Avenue,  have  been  made  by  us  only 
after  assuring  ourselves  through  our  consultant.  Fay,  Spofford  & 
Thorndike,  Inc. ,  Engineers,  that  our  proposed  alternative  does  not 
denigrate  from  the  functioning  of  the  proposed  road  system.   We 
have  enclosed  with  this  letter  a  sketch  plan  prepared  by  Fay, 
Spofford  entitled  "New  Northern  Avenue,  Minimum  Curvature  Alterna- 
tive", which  illustrates  both  the  realignment  of  New  Northern 
Avenue  requested  herein,  emd  the  substitution  of  Farnsworth  Street 
for  Sleep«r  Street  as  the  north-south  connector.   We  have  also 
enclosed  another  sketch  which  illustrates  these  comments  in  the 
larger  context  of  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  developments  and  our  land 
holdings. 

We  and  our  consulting  engineers  are  available  to  pursue  in  greater 
detail  the  requests  made  in  this  letter,  and  to  provide  to  you 
whatever  technical  analysis  would  assist  your  evaluation  of  these 
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requests.   We  have  always  supported,  and  continue  to  support,  the 
relocation  of  the  Northern  Avenue  Bridge  and  the  construction  of 
necessary  connecting  streets.   It  is  our  purpose  in  the  submission 
of  these  lengthy  comments  to  assure  that  the  public  interest  is 
served  with  the  least  detriment  to  our  private  interests. 


Very  truly  yonrs,- 


Geotfrey  M.  tSnyth/ 
Vice  President       ' 
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NEW  NORTHERN  AVE  "MINIMUM  CDHVATURE"  ALTEIUIATIVE  AND 
FORT  POINT  CHAJJNEL  ROAD  GRID  PLAN. 

12/4/86 

DOTTED  LINE  SHOWS  APPROXIMATE  CC&F  PROPERTY  BOUNDARIES. 

DRAWING  SUBMITTED  TO  MASS  DPW  12/5/86. 
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FROM:    Charles  J.  Natale ySection  Chief,  Waterways  Regulation 
THROUGH:  Gary  Clayton,  DireWor,  DWWR  /^ ^j^  ( "J H  V 
DATE:     January  23,  1987  '      ' 

SUBJECT:  Comments  on  Fan  Piers/Pier  t   Final  EIR 
cOEA  «  4426/4584 


The  OEQE  Watef-ways  Regulation  Program  has  reviewed  the  above-subject 
FEIR   and  requests  that  the  prooonents  be  required  to  provide  certain 
supplemental  information  that  was  requested  by  the  Division  to  be  provided 
in  the  FEIR  but  was  either  not  provided  or  not  addressed  to  the  specific 
level  of  Detail  requested  for  that  document. 

Specifically,  certain  detailed  information  requested  on  issues  related 
to  Traffic  and  Parking,  Visual  Quality,  Wind  and  Shadow  Impacts,  Public 
Access,  Water-Related  Activities,  Manna  Facilities  and  Flood  Hazard 
Impacts.   Our  request  for  the  proponent  to  provide  specific  supplemental 
information  on  these  issues  is  articulated  below.   Furthermore,  it  is  our 
understanding  that  additional  written  information  on  various  aspects  of 
the  project  proposal  has  been  provided  by  the  proponents  to  certain 
interest  groups  and  advisory  committees  subsequent  to  the  issuance  of  the 
FEIR  document,  however,  this  information  has  not  been  provioed  to  the 
Division  for  the  benefit  of  agency  review. 


TRAFFIC  AND  PARKING  -  S£C~ION  IV 


The  Division  is  aware  that  the  Fan  Pie'-s/Pier  4  project  involves  a 
large  range  of  transDortat ion  issues  both  on-site  and  off-site  and  withou-: 
adeauate  resolution  of  these  issues,  the  project  cannot  be  considered  to 
be  feasible.   We  urge  continued  coordination  between  the  project  propo- 
nents and  the  puolic  agencies  involved  in  transoortat ion  concerns  such  as 
EOTC,  KassDort,  tne  Boston  Transportation  Department,  DPK,  and  the  ►^BTA. 
Anong  ether  mformstion,  cost  asta  should  be  included  which  sfiows  the 
projected  break-aown  between  money  spent  by  the  puolic  sector  and  money 
soent  by  the  private  sector  to  construct  and  operate  the  tranoortation 
improvements  necessary  to  adequately  serve  this  project.   It  is  also 
critical  that  potential  options  for  long-term  traffic  improvements  in 
South  Boston  (such  as  the  possibility  of  a  fixed  rail  system)  not  be 
automatically  precluded  by  actions  taKen  by  the  project  proponents.   Given 
that  these  larger  issues  will  be  considered  in  detail  by  the  above 
agencies,  it  is  the  intent  of  the  Division  in  this  comment  letter  to 
concentrate  on  these  transportation  concerns  as  they  impact  water-related 
facilities  and  public  use  of  the  site. 

The  FEIR  lacks  a  discussion  of  the  short  and  long-term  impacts  of  the 
oroject  on  truck  access  to  the  commercial  marine  terminals  in  South 
Boston.   Impacts  during  construction  of  the  project  and  the  long  term 
impacts  cue  to  -ncreased  traffic  associated  with  this  development,  the 
reconfiguration  of  streets  and  other  traffic  mitigation  measures  snould  be 
acdressed  in  the  suoplemental  document.   If  it  is  included  in  the  access 
plan  being  developed  for  the  city,  then  this  access  plan  should  be 
provided  as  supplemental  information.  Th-'s  information  is  necessary  to 
determine  whether  commercial-maritime  uses  will  be  adversely  affected  by 
the  proDOseo  develooment. 

In  Division  comments  provided  on  the  DEIR,  we  reouested  information  on 
intermodal  transoortation  facilities  at  the  site  in  regard  to  water 
transDortstion  and  the  puulic  use  of  the  site.  According  to  the  outline 
provided  in  the  FEIR,  this  information  is  to  be  included  in  the  water 
transoortation  feasibility  study.  This  information  should  have  been 
provided  in  accordance  with  our  request.   It  is  impossible  to  evaluate  the 
superficial  information  provided  without  the  substance  of  the  feasibility 
study.  The  proponents  have  indicated  that  twenty  percent  of  the  parking 
will  be  reserved  for  non-commuters.   Information  should  be  provided  as  the 
number  and  location  of  spaces  planned  for  each  of  the  following  uses:   the 
excursion  boat  and  cultural/commuter  ferry  cperations,  marina  users  and 
visitors  to  the  waterfront  park. 

The  proponents  also  failed  to  provide  most  of  the  information 
reouested  on  below-grade  oarking  on  the  sites.  The  total  number  of  soaces 
were  indicated  but  no  details  were  orovided  as  to  location,  nunber  of 
'eve's,  elevation  of  eacn  level  and  programmed  uses.   No  discussion  was 
p^ovioed  as  to  flood  hazard  imoacts  on  below-craoe  parking  and  possible 
initigation  measures.   In  addition,  since  truck  docking  a"eas  are  now 
proposed  to  oe  located  unde-grounc,  the  discussion  of  flocd  hazard 
mitigation  snould  include  these  parking  areas. 


VISUAL  QUALITY-SEC'ION  V.I 


In  regard  to  visusl  quality,  the  D-ivicion,  in  -its  comments  on  the 
DEIR,  was  primarily  concerned  with  building  heights.   Tne  proponent  die 
clearly  document  building  heights  as  reouested  in  the  DEIR  comments. 
Changes  m  project  design  as  reflected  in  the  FEIR  indicate  views  along 
Morthern  Avenue  to  the  Fort  Point  Channel  have  improved  throucti  reduction 
c*  builcing  mass  and  tne  use  o^   a  stepoing-aown  builc-inc  aes-;cn.   Howeve- , 
s  second  corce-n  of  the  Division  was  visual  access  to  the  inner  Ha-oor. 
The  elevation  of  the  island  still  means  that  the  land  to  water  visua- 
connect-ions  have  net  been  addressed.   In  addition,  the  ho-ce"  tower  on  trie 
Pie-  i.   site  has  increased  75  feet  in  height.   In  comments  on  the  OEIR,  a 
-equest  was  made  for  alternative  designs  which  furxher  reduce  the  height 
of  waterfront  buildings  without  any  increases  in  building  heights 
elsewhere  on  the  site.   The  height  increase  for  the  hotel  tower  which 
creates  a  second  exceptionally  tall  building  adjacent  to  the  water,  raises 
the  serious  Question  of  whether  the  recuest  for  reduced  scale  was 
aoequately  addressed  by  tne  proponents. 

3u"i"ding  heights  are  critical  in  assessing  other  conditions  on  the 
sites  such  as  wind  and  shadow  impacts.   Shadow  impacts  have  lessened  where 
building  height  reductions  have  occurred.  Further  height  reductions  may 
help  to  improve  shadow  imoacts  on  the  public  open  space  areas. 

Converse'y,  whe'"e  the  hotel  tower  height  has  increased,  snadow  imoacTS 
f-om  that  builcing  affecting  the  manna  and  sections  of  Haroorwalk  nave 
increased.   Reduction  of  the  scale  of  the  project  was  mxenoed  to  -eouce 
impacts  throughout  the  site.   Tnis  has  not  occurred. 

Wind  impacts  can  also  be  significantly  affected  by  building  heights. 
The  FEIR  indicates  that  "most  of  the  stations  with  increased  wind  are  near 
the  bases  of  the  two  towers."  An  increase  in  wind  imoacts  or  no  cnange  at 
all  in  wind  impact  does  not  appear  to  address  the  concept  of  a  reduced 
scale  proposal . 


SHADOW  -  SECTIOK'  V.2 


One  continuing  concern  in  regard  to  shadow  impacts  involves  the 
amohitheater  proposed  for  oublic  use.   It  seems  likely  that  noontime 
during  the  summer  would  be  a  typical  time  for  programmed  activities. 
Public  use  would  be  high  and  ambient  temoeratures  would  be  comfortable. 
However,  full  shade  during  that  time,  as  shown  in  Figure  V.2-5b,  couoled 
with  wind  conditions  may  make  use  of  the  amphitheater  less  than  ideal.   In 
accorcance  with  our  comments  on  the  DEIR,  design  alternatives  that  reduce 
tne  shaoow  imoacts  on  major  sublic  areas  may  need  furtner  study. 
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WIND  -  SECTION  V.3 


The  FEIR  indicates  that  predicted  equivalent  average  velocities  for 
30th  the  Fan  Pier  and  P-.er  i    sites  will  increase  from  the  eauivalent 
average  velocities  of  the  Draft  EIR  proposal.   The  heights  of  tne  two 
hctel  towers  aooear  to  play  a  major  role  in  this.   The  Division  had 
indicated  in  DIIR  comments  that  the  propoients  should  discuss  m-:  *:  icat  •  ve 
Teasu'"es  or  a' te-'^at"  ve  aes^gps  w-'^c^l  would  fimmre  ground  w'nd  irsacts 
on  peoestr-an  -raffic  ana  vessel  ooeration.   This  information  nas  not  been 
cirovicec  and  "S  of  cn-cica"'  iir-crtance  in  evaluating  t'e  Topsisi " -ty  of 
tne  proposed  ouolic  use  s-ea.   Again,  the  aroh i tneate-  -z   cf  conce-n.   It 
is  acceptable  fo-  walking  but  not  for  s-'tting  or  standing.   Presumably, 
crogrammec  activities  will  be  designed  to  encourage  tne  public  to  stop  and 
"isten  or  participate  in  those  activities.   There  eopears  to  be  a  need,  in 
addition  to  discussing  mitigation  measures,  to  consiaer  programming 
di"'ferences  in  different  areas  due  to  stiacow  and  wind  impacts.  This  is 
important  along  the  canal  wnere  major  wind  and  sun  d-ifference  will  make 
the  northern  side  the  more  sheltered  area  and  thus,  more  conducive  to 
public  use.   It  is  also  important  wnen  examining  the  feasibility  of  the 
proposed  ship  display  ares.   Once  again,  this  area  is  acceptable  for 
walking  but  not  for  sitting  or  standing.   Finally,  the  effects  of  wind  on 
vessel  maneuverability  must  be  discussed  by  the  proponent  as  requested  in 
DEIR  comments.   Wind,  waves  and  oerthing  conditons  must  still  oe  examined. 


"IDELANDS  AND  PUBLIC  ^UPSOSE  -  S=C~ICN  V.i 


The  FEIR  reiterates  the  proponents  contention  that  the  public  purpose 
amenaments  to  Chanter  91  do  not  apply  to  the  sites  oecause  they  are  not 
private  tidelanos  and  are  not  now  Commonwealth  tidelancs  by  reason  o-  the 
warranty  deeds.  The  Division  continues  to  disagree  with  this  assertion 
and  maintains  that  no  work  may  commence  on  this  site  until  the  applicant 
has  proviaed  -rforr.ation  showing  that  the  project  meets  the  stanoards  set 
fo-tn  in  G.L.  c.  91,  s.  18  and  until  the  Division  has  issued  a  written 
dete'-mination  and  license  pursuant  to  that  statute.  That  said,  it  is  the 
Division's  understanding  that  the  proponents  intend  to  apply  for  a  Chapter 
91  License  prior  to  construction.  The  proponents  have  provided  the 
information  requested  in  the  DEIR  comments  as  to  how  they  believe  their 
projects  meet  the  standards  of  G.L.  c.  91.  This  is  aoequate  for  the 
purposes  of  the  FEIR. 

=UBLIC  ACCESS  -  SECTION  V.5 
The  proponents  proviaed  the  information  requested  on  the  a-eal  extent 
and  types  of  public  access  and  open  soace.   However,  the  proponents  were 
elso  requested  to  provide  design  alternatives  whicn  would  provioe 
continuous  public  access  around  the  entire  seaward  edge  of  the  site 
including  tne  =ier  C   restaurant  area.   In  reviewing  =igu~e  V.5-2  in  the 
FEIR,  access  along  the  northern  ana  eastern  edges  o-^  the  restaurant  has 
net  been  provided.   It  is  unclear  why  access  cannot  oe  safely  designed. 
The  proponents  have  failed  to  adecuate'y  ?'^rtress  th-is  conce'-n  anr  mere 
information  must  be  provided. 
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WATER-RELATED  ACTIVITIES  -  SECTION  V.6 


The  "Water  TransoortatTon  Feasibil-ity  Study"  which  was  anfic-ipated  to 
be  includeci  in  the  FEIR  has  not  been  comoleted.   The  presentation  of  the 
study  out'ine  rather  than  the  study  itself  is  woefully  inaoeouate  and 
raises   serious  ouesnons  aoout  tne  o-ooonents  commi  ttmen-:  to  wa-:e- 
-■■ansportctTon  se-\'ices.   CEIR  comments  by  this  DiviF.ion  outlined  many  of 
tne  a"eas  tms  stuay  w?3  evoec-ec  tc  cove-.   Tne  absence  of  a  comnlerec 
siucy  -s  The  ma-in  impetus  benmd  this  Division  recuestmc  a  supplemental 
aocjment . 

The  Div's-^on  also  requested  the  further  investigation  of  poscibilities 
for  rr.o-e  active  waterside  utilization  of  the  Fan  Pier.   Only  200  linear 
feet  of  the  Fan  Pier  seawall  is  programmed  for  use.   The  proponents  have 
failed  to  aadress  this  issue.   Depths  of  20  feet  or  less  at  mean  low  tide 
are  suitable  for  additional  docking  of  vessels.   Use  of  this  area  would 
significantly  improve  the  lane-water  relationship  of  this  project.   Tne 
Division  continues  to  believe  that  this  issue  is  important  and  needs  to  be 
addressed. 

Two  additional  issues  involving  commercial  boating  activities  require 
attention.   In  Figure  V.5-2  in  the  FEIR,  the  water-shuttle  landing  shown 
in  the  marina  is  no  longer  labelled.   Has  it  been  moved?   If  the 
water-shuttle  landing  is  still  located  in  the  marina  as  is  the  water  taxi 
lancing,  then  the  proponents  need  to  orovide  the  previously  recuestec 
information  and  alternatives  to  resolve  the  potential  conflicts  between 
com^iercial  and  recreational  boating  uses  of  the  manna  area.   Tne 
Division's  OEIR  comments  outlined  several  possible  conflicts  including 
noise,  boat  wakes  and  maneuverability.   This  subject  is  a  serious  one  and 
harm  to  life  or  damage  to  property  could  result  if  this  issue  is  not 
resolved.   These  issues  have  not  been  aodressed. 

A  second  commercial  boating  concern  which  must  be  addressed  is  the 
ootentia"  for  negative  imoacts  on  the  existing  excursion  boat  operating 
froir  tne  site.   Details  should  be  provided  regarding  how  the  short-term 
construction  impacts  and  long-term  projected  cnanges  will  affect  this 
operation.   During  construction  it  is  imoerative  that  aoequate  cocking 
facilities  be  provided,  that  convenient  oublic  access  be  maintained  and  as 
part  of  this,  that  intermodal  transportation  facilities  be  availaole.   No 
interruptions  in  service  should  be  experienced. 

The  marina  aspects  of  this  project  raise  a  number  of  concerns  which 
have  not  been  adequately  addressed.   The  overall  appearance  of  this  marina 
is  still  of  it  peine  a  very  private  place  not  encouraging  or  promoting 
cublic  use.   More  active  waterside  programming  of  the  Fan  Pie'-s  is  one  way 
to  help  alleviate  tms  problem.   There  are,  however,  additional  problems. 
Tne  proponents  are  still  indicating  that  only  ten  percent  of  tne  s".ips 
will  OS  available  for  public  transient  boaters.   As  indicated  in  DEI?, 
comments,  a  figure  of  20-25%  would  be  more  appropriate. 


The  proposed  public  dinghy  cock  is  another  problem.   In  the  DEIR 
proDOsal  it  was  more  set  aoart  and  easily  accessible.   In  the  final 
D'ODOsal  it  is  much  more  ~:cr.-'.y   souefczeo  in  oe'ween  private  s'las.   The 
D'Jblic  boater  may  feel  intTmicated  aoout  making  use  of  this  area. 
Vo-eover,  it  is  unclear  to  us  what  activity  would  generate  use  of  the 
dingny  oock  landing.   Can  this  wate.'front  soace  be  more  effectively 
jti 1 ized? 

'•;0'6  iri:  crTiat -on  should  also  Dt  provioec  as  to  tne  locafon  of  manna 
supoct  facilities  (showe~s,  loc>-;ers  etc.)  on  the  Pier  i.    site.   If  sjch 
-acilities  are  located  within  otre'"  ouild-ings,  d-scjss-on  emcuIc  be 
provioed  as  to  how  the  public  manna  users  will  be  maoe  aware  of  these 
facilities.   If  these  buildirigs  are  primarily  used  for  other  purposes,  it 
should  be  explained  how  marina  users  will  be  integrated  into  the  building 
so  that  the  public  is  welcome. 

The  Fan  Pier  site  proposes  that  forty  docking  spaces  will  be  provided 
within  tne  canal.   Details  must  be  forthcoming  aoout  the  location  and  size 
of  these  spaces.   In  addition,  short-term  tie-up  space  is  proposed  for  the 
canal  to  encourage  public  use  of  the  site  amenities.   Tne  proponent  should 
explain  how  both  the  short-term  space  and  long-term  space  will  be 
provided,  allocated  and  maintained  and  how  navigational  ingress  and  egress 
-or  boats  in  tne  canal  will  be  prese-ved.   Locat-ons  of  both  areas  and 
number  of  short-term  soaces  should  also  be  shown. 

Most  of  the  v,'ater-'-e"atec  issues  we^-e  not  adeauately  addressed  in 
light  of  tne  DEIR  comments.   These  concerns  must  be  incluoed  in  tne 
supplemental  document. 

WA-Er  C'JALI'v  ISSUES 


Comments  on  water  Quality,  sewe"  infrastructure,  combined  sewe" 
cve--''ows  and  storm  draincce  wi"  be  p'-ovidec  to  KE?A  oy  tne  DEQE  Division 
of  Water  Pollution  Control. 


=LOCD  HAZARD  IMPACTS 


The  proponents  failed  to  address  the  Division  reouest  for  more 
Detailed  flood  information.   A  reouest  was  made  for  a  Detailed  discussion 
of  potential  flood  hazard  imoacts  to  the  sites  for  the  10,25,50  and  100 
year  storm  events.  This  discussion  was  expected  to  incluoe  an  analysis  of 
exoected  wave  forces,  structural  stability,  and  flood  control  du-ing  stortr; 
events.   Kitication  measures  -^or  flood  hararos  were  also  to  be  adoressed. 
Tms  information  should  be  provided  in  the  supolemental  oocument. 
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Mr.  James  S.  Hoyte,  Secretary 

The  Commonweal ch  of  Massachusetts 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02202 

Re.   Approval  of  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  A  Projects 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 


RECEIVED 

■■    o  -7  ■ 
r'r.,.     ■.    I    i;   , 


The  Massachusetts  Building  Congress  is  a  700  member  professdonal  organization-- 

representing  both  the  design  and  construction  industries  in  the  Commonwealth., 

Attracting  people  who  represent  every  facet  of  the  building  process,  it  has 

occupied  a  unique  position  in  Massachusetts  for  65  years. 

We  strongly  support  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  A  projects.  Through  private  investment 
of  over  SI  billion,  these  projects  together  are  expected  to  generate  approximately 
7,000,000  man-hours  of  construction  work,  or  3,A00  person-years  of  employment  for 
members  of  the  various  construction  trades. 

These  jobs  are  vital  to  the  economic  well-being  of  the  Commonwealth.   Most  of  the 
large  projects  currently  under  construction  in  Boston  will  be  completed  within 
the  next  two  years.  Without  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  projects,  thousands  of 
construction  workers  will  find  themselves  under-utilized,  or  unemployed.  With 
these  projects,  the  opportunity  for  steady  employment  will  be  assured  to  thousands 
of  families,  especially  those  living  in  Boston's  neighborhoods. 

Furthermore,  w«  believe  that  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  projects  deserve  to  be 
approved.   Th«  developers  have  attended  over  100  meetings  with  South  Boston  rep- 
resentatives and  special  interest  groups.   The  projects  will  produce  tremendous 
benefits  for  Boston,  particularly  the  South  Boston  neighborhood,  including  $15 
million  in  linkage  funds  for  affordable  housing,  $3  million  for  job  training, 
S20  million  annually  in  new  property  taxes,  and  $4  million  annually  in  new  sales 
taxes.   1^0  projects  in  the  history  of  Boston  have  offered  greater  public  benefits. 


f'r-crr: 


Ir.r  F.    E.< 
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We  urge  you  co  certify  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  U   Final  EIR  as  adequate,  and  to  do 
whatever  possible  to  promote  expedient  approval  of  these  projects  by  other  State 
agencies . 


Verv/^ruly  yours. 


Donald  S .  Moscone 
President 


lover  C   oori 
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Ms.   Susan  Allen 

Deputy  Director  for   Policy  and   Planning 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

One  City  Hall    Plaza       9th  Floor 

Boston,  Massachusetts   02201 


Dear  Susan, 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  attention  your  staff  has  been  giving  the  Fort 
Point  Channel/Fan  Pier/Pier  4  development  questions  that  concern  the 
museums  and  for  the  questions  they  raised  during  the  meeting  v/ith  George 
Joseph  and  the  engineers  from  Amman  &  Whitney  at  the  meeting  at  the  BRA 
January  15. 

Unfortunately,  that  meeting  raised  more  questions  than  it  answered  for  us. 
I  would  appreciate  receiving  guidance  from  you  about  how  best  to  proceed  in 
order  to  resolve  some  of  the  problems  we  presently  perceive. 


1 


2. 


Mr.  Joseph  stated  emphatically  that  the  height  of  the  bridge  is 
not  negotiable.  According  to  him,  the  specifications  were  set 
some  time  (years  ?)  ago  and  approved  by  the  federal  government 
and  that  is  that.   In  addition,  he  insists  the  implications  of 
raising  the  height  of  the  bridge  would  so  impact  the  graae  on 
Northern  Avenue  at  both  east  and  west  ends,  causing  serious 
conseau  'ces  to  abutters  such  as  Stone  &  Webster,  that  it  is 
not  possible  to  discuss  a  change  in  the  height  of  the  bridge. 
As  a  final  point,  to  emphasize  the  intractability  of  this 
issue,  he  noted  that  any  attempt  to  undo  the  federally  approved 
specifications  would  delay  construction  and  hold  up  the  Fan 
Pier  development.  Everyone,  including  the  BRA,  I  believe,  is 
eager  to  expedite  construction.  What  future  leverage  will 
anyone  have  over  continuing  bridge  design  if  all  is  approved 
and  goes  ahead  now  ? 

Mr.  Joseph  seemed  willing  to  consider  depressing  the  walkway 
under  the  bridge  to  achieve  a  9'  head  clearance.  While  he 
appeared  willing  to  consider  suggestions  from  the  BRA  or  anyone 
as  to  what  this  might  look  like,  and  as  to  the  railing  designs 
and  lighting  designs  both  on  and  under  the  bridge,  it  was 
difficult  to  really  understand  how  far  he  would  go  in  this 
respect,  or  what  the  financial  or  design  constraints  might 
actually  be.  How  can  we  clarify  this  and  determine  whose 
architects  might  propose  what  to  whom  and  for  how  mucn  additional 
cost  ?  Where  do  such  costs  need  to  be  anticipated  in  his 
planning,  approval,  scheduling  process  ?  What  other  sources 
for  all  aspects  of  necessary  funding  vis-a-vis  brioge  and 
walkway  design  are  there  ?  Where  would  the  BRA  fit  into  this 
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effort  ?     Would  this   be  a   job   for  your  designers   ?     Wo;. Id 
it  be  a   job  you  contracted   for  with  an  outside  architect   ? 
Would  you  oversee  the   financing   ?  Would   the  developers   ? 
Would  the  State   ?     Could   the  various  museums  work  with   the 
appropriate   parties  on  some  basis  where   proposals   could  be 
taken  seriously   ?     Is   there  scope   for   the   City's   Brown  Funds 
to   be  used   to   hire  an  artist  such  as   Red   Grooms,   NicKi 
Saint   Phalle,   or  some   individual    artist  of  stature   to  collaborate 
on   this   ?     What  do  you   think  we  can  do  and   how   ?     What   is   the 
BRA  role,  and  wnat   is   the  timing    ? 

3.    Part  of  the   problem  in  our  discussion  with   Mr.    Joseph  centered 
on   the   land  and  walkways  abutting  the  Channel.     Presently  this 
is  all    private  property.     On  the  northern  side  of  the  new 
Northern  Avenue  Bridge   there   is   no  walkway  at  all.      It  would 
seem  that  the  disposition  of  that  land   is   still    being  debated 
in   CAC  hearings.     Will    it  be  park,  affordable  housing,   parking, 
a   lobster  business,   or  are  other  uses   possible  to  consider  that 
could  still    serve  the   public   interest   ?     Could  any  building  on 
that  site  incoroorate  functions  of  benefit  to  the  museums   ? 
Could   it  be  artists'    housing,  artist-in-residence  spaces, 
museum  design  and  proauction  facilities   parking   ?     How  does 
this   get  resolved   ?     Can  it  be  acquired   by  eminent  domain  so 
that  a  consistent  Harborwalk  is   possible,   not  only  along  the 
entire  waterfront  of  the  developVrient ,   but  up  the   channel    ana 
connecting  to   South  Station  as  well    ?        It   is   our   understand ng 
that  Harborpark,  wnich  does  create  a  walk  along  the  sea,  enas 
at  the  old   Northern  Avenue  Bridge.      Is   it  correct  that  somenow 
the  channe"    has  never  been  incorporated   ?     When   I   listened   to 
you   discussing  an   IPOO  for  the  rest  of   Fort   Point   Channel,    I 
realized   it  starts   35'    back  from  the  water  and   presume  this    is 
because  building  closer  to  the  water  is   prohibited.     While  that 
seems  fine,  who  does  designate  what  happens   in  the  25'   strip, 
wnen,   and  now  does   it  happen  ?     Is   this   a   BRA  function   ? 

4.  We  are  very  eage'  to  achieve  a  successful    pedestrian  link  from 
downtown  Boston  and   South  Station  to  the   Fan  Pier  and  all    four 
museums.     As   this  will   mean  literally  millions  of  pedestrians, 
how  do  we  work  out  gooc  solutions  and  with  whom  ?     For  safety 
and  continuity  "■  *.  seems   to  me  it  should   be  under  the   jurisdiction 
or  management  of  some  :ity  or  state  agency. 

The  Tea    Party  Ship  serves   400,000  visitors;     The   Childrens  Museum  presently 
attracts   500,000.      Expansion  plans  will    have  us   aouble  that  in  the   next  ten  yea-s 
Tne  Computer  Museum  serves   85,000  and  has   plans   to   grow  aggressively.     A  new   ICA 
will   draw  hundreds  of  thousands  more.     All   these  people  must  get   frzr.  ou^lic 
transit   points  or   from  available  parking  to  the  museums . Tney     will    surely   need 
and  want  to  get  over  or  under  that  new  bridge.     Mr,   Joseph's  underpass  see-.s 
quite  inadequate  and  these  problems  are  not  addressed   in   the  EI?.. 

As  you   know,   the   effective  operation  of  the  museum  and  circulation  of  scr.ccl 
buses   depenos   entirely  on   the   legal    right-of-way  access    tnrougn   the   Farrell 
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property.      I  would  like  to   know  how  it  was   that  when  a   new  entrance  to  the 
Farrell    Property  was   proposed,   through  the  Stone  &  Webster  lot,  we  were 
never   informed.      The   blocking  of  the  right-of-way  profoundly  affects  our 
interests  and  we  are  currently   investigating  whether   the   new  entrance 
will    carry  the  legal    authority  of  the  old  right-of-way.      If  it  does 
not,   we  would   have  to   sue   to   prevent  the  new  road.      Can   the   City  be   helpful 
here   ? 

5.    The   Childrens  Museum  spearheaded   the  develooment   in  the 
Fort   Point   Channel    but   it   is    important  to   remember, 
and  critical    to  our  purpose,   that  we  chose  the  area   because 
it  could   serve  all    the  city  neighbourhoods  and   be 
perceived  as   neutral    turf  and  safe.      For  the  continued 
success  of  our   programs  and   for  the  most  positive  value 
we  believe  we  contribute  to  the  city  by  being  such  a   place, 
we  want  to   preserve  this   perception  of  the  environment  and 
its  legitimacy.     We  believe  we  need  your  help  to  succeed. 

We  will    be  responding  to   the  FEIR  around   issues  of  parking  transportation, 
traffic,   etc.   but  we  must  enlist  your  strong  commitment  to  achieving 
peaestrian  and  recreational   amenities  all    the  way  up  the   Channel.     The  low 
height  of  the   new  bridge   prevents  all    kinds  of  water  transport  and  activity 
in  the   Channel    in   front  of  the  museum.     We  have  planned   both  short  and 
long   range  educational    and   recreational    activities   in  relationship  to   the 
water  and   Channel   which  will    surely  be  a   public   benefit  and  amenity.      On  a 
more  mundane   level,   prevention  of  the  boat  show  will    cost  us   S10,000/year  in 
additional    significant  cash  losses   to   tne  two  museums.     Could  we  meet  to 
discuss   these  points   further  at  your  earliest  convenience   ? 

With  thanks   for  your  consideration. 
Yours  sincerely, 


Kyra  Montagu 
President 

cc:     Secretary  James  S.   Hoytv 
Lawrence  Dwyer,   CAC 
Simone  Auster 
Frederick  Salvucc" 

Robert  Johnson,   DPW 

George   Joseph,   DPW 

HBC 

Boston  Mariner   Co . 

Felicia   Clark 

Larry   Koff 
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Eiiness  Manager 
PiBERT  D  SPINNEY 
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W.HAEL  SMALL 
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Mr.  James  S.  Hoyte ,  Secretary 
The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

My  name  is  John  Bean,  Business  Representative  for  Sheet  Metal  Workers 
Local  Union  //17  with  a  membership  of  2,000  strong  living  in  the  Massa- 
chusetts area. 

I  stand  with  my  membership  in  support  of  the  Fan  Pier  Project  and  the 
Pier  A  Development  not  only  as  a  member  of  organized  labor  but  also  as 
a  proud  life  long  resident  of  Boston.   Twenty-five  of  my  past  4A  years 
in  Boston  have  been  spent  in  God  country.  South  Boston,  and  the  re- 
maining years  to  date,  it"'s  equal,  Dorchester.  Having  lived  in  the 
lower  end  of  South  Boston  most  of  my  life  I  am  well  aware  of  the  land 
and  deterioting  buildings  that  have  been  neglected  over  the  years.   My 
dad  used  to  walk  myself  and  my  four  brothers  down  through  the  train 
terminals  and  warehouses  on  our  way  to  Northern  Avenue  to  go  fishing 
for  mackeral  smelts  off  the  old  piers.   Even  at  that  time  they  were  in 
bad  shape.   These  were  good  times  with  memories  imbedded  in  my  mind 
forever,  but  as  I  became  older  the  piers  deterioted  even  more  with 
fires  and  plain  old  age.   I  wondered  what  would  ever  happen  to  the  area. 

Well,  I  believe  the  answer  is  now  with  over  one  billion  dollars  worth  of 
private  investment  ready  to  support  this  development  our  city  can  go 
forward.  Gone  forever  will  be  the  old  piers,  instead  public  walkways, 
canals,  waterfront  park,  amphitheater,  a  pedestrian  plaza  along  with 
quality  office  space,  hotels  and  a  residential  area. 

As  you  are  well  aware  this  project  will  mean  approximately  3400  new 
construction  jobs  and  some  10,000  permanent  jobs.   Linkage  funds  for 
affordable  housing  and  job  training  programs  along  with  S20,000,000  in 
property  tax  and  over  55,000,000  in  sales  taxes  annually  to  keep  our 
city  and  state  strong. 
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We  have  the  cooperation  of  the  best  and  most  outstanding  architects 
and  developers  in  the  country  who  would  like  to  become  part  of  Boston's 
historv.   They  are  committed  to  solving  the  traffic  problems  with  a  new 
Northern  Avenue  bridge,  the  improvement  and  reopening  of  Dorchester 
Avenue,  a  bypass  road  to  eliminate  commuter  and  truck  traffic  and  a 
major  improvement  of  public  transportation  for  this  development.   A  new 
storm  drainage  systems  is  also  planned  to  eliminate  water  pollution 
from  the  harbor.   They  are  dedicated  to  do  the  best  for  all  concerned. 

Labor  is  looking  forward  to  making  Boston  the  number  one  city  in  the 
world.   We  are  ready. 

We  ask  your  support  to  certify  the  Fan  Pier  final  EIR  and  to  promote  as 
expediently  as  possible  the  approval  of  these  projects. 


Respectfully  yours. 
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John  Bean 

Business  Representative 
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Commonwealth  of  >las«ac3lue«Cts 
Executive  Office'"  of  Environmental  Affairs 
110  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  Ma.  02202 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte, 

As  Director  of  The  Institute  of  Contemporary  Art  1  am  writing  to 
you  to  enthusiastically  endorse  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  proposals 
as  sec  forth  in  the  recently  filed  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report. 

Especially  impressive  is  the  extensive  program  of  public  benefits 
for  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  A.   Almost  a  mile  and  a  half  of 
harborvalk  and  canal  promenade,  an  amphitheater,  a  waterfront 
park,  a  marina,  a  1,000  linear  foot  canal,  and  a  waterfront  plaza 
are  all  to  be  included.   Sixty  p>ercent  of  the  total  area  of  these 
two  developments  will  be  publicly  accessible  open  space.   This 
will  provide  a  beautiful  setting  from  which  Bostonlans  and  our 
tourists  can  view  the  beauty  of  Boston  and  its  Harbor. 

In  particular,  the  developers'  decision  to  include  on  the  site 
a  new  Institute  of  Contemporary  Art  should  be  hailed  as  a  major 
act  of  public  spirited  patronage  unprecented  in  recent  history. 
Present  plans  are  for  the  City  of  Boston  to  use  a  state  grant  to 
Viuild  the  approximately  85,000  square  foot  building  on  the  site 
which  will  be  donated  on  the  basis  of  a  long-term  leasehold  by 
HBC  Associates  and  Anthony  Athanas.   Private  funds  will  be  used 
to  fund  operation  of  the  cultural  facility.  The  building  will 
include  over  25,000  square  feet  of  galleries,  a  small  media 
theater  (for  our  film  and  television/video  programs)  a 
aediua-scaled  theater  (for  lectures,  performance  and  dance), 
■classrooaa,  a  restaurant,  a  museum  store  and  other  visitor 
anenldes.   (Some  of  these  will  be  designed  in  conjunction  vith 
the  planned  marine/ taxi  facility  to  be  located  in  the  building  as 
well). 

This  will  be  the  first  major  public  cultural  building  built  in 
Boston  in  72  years.   If  Boston  does  not  choose  to  enrich  its 
cultural  heritage  now  in  a  time  of  prosperity,  when  will  it  do 
so?   A  great  deal  of  the  acknowledged  charm  and  attractiveness  of 
the  City  today  Is  directly  attributable  to  such  public  cultural 
facilities.   The  short  and  long-term  benefits  of  similar  projects 
undertaken  in  cities  such  as  Los  Angeles  or  San  Francisco  are 
widely  recognized. 
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It  is  clear  to  us  that  the  Fan  Pier  is  an  ideal  location  for  a 
cultural  facility  as  is  demonstrated  by  the  proximity  and  success 
of  The  Children's  Museum,  Computer  Museum,  Boston  Tea  Party  Ship 
and  Museum,  and  New  England  Aquarium.   We  believe  The  ICA  will 
play  an  important  role  in  the  continued  development  of  the  City's 
harborfront  museum  community. 

Of  real  importance  to  us  is  the  fact  that  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4 
developments  are  the  results  of  exciting  collaborative  efforts  of 
some  of  the  world's  most  significant  architects.   Such  a  location 
is  thus  all  the  more  logical  for  a  contemporary  art  institution. 
Located  on  the  western  edge  of  the  project,  the  new  ICA  facility 
will  greatly  increase  access  to  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  by  a  wide 
spectrum  of  society  by  serving  as  an  attraction  drawing  people  to 
the  water's  edge.   I  should  note  that  we  believe  that  the  nature 
of  the  building's  use  is  unlikely  to  materially  impact  traffic, 
in  particular  rush  hour  traffic,  in  the  area.   Our  greatest 
periods  of  use  will  come  on  weekends ,  during  the  evenings ,  and  by 
school  groups  during  the  middle  of  the  typical  weekday. 

Finally,  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  proposed  cultural  facility  will 
fill  a  void  currently  existing  within  Boston's  cultural  community 
while  complementing  the  city's  plans  for  a  downtown  cultural 
center.   The  time  is  right  for  Boston  to  develop  a  major 
contemporary  art  facility.  Boston  needs  and  deserves  an  expanded 
ICA  -  Bostoa  needs  the  Fan  Pier  projeccl   Please  support  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report. 


David  A.  Ross 
Director 
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Mr.  James  Hoyte ,  Secretary- 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street,   20th  floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

RECEIVED 


January  28,  1987         '  .     ■  ■ -• 

Subject:  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  Developments 

Dear  Secreatry  Hoyte: 

Boston  Gas  Company  has  examined  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  EOEA  #4426/4584 ,  for  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  Developments 
on  the  Fort  Point  channel.  We  strongly  support  and  endorse  these 
two  exciting  developments  which  we  believe  will  be  harbingers  of 
continued  major  growth  in  the  area. 

Our  proposed  distribution  system  will  have  the  capacity  to  service 
not  only  these  developments  but  provide  for  all  foreseeable  develop- 
ment in  the  area.   Surrounding  communities  will  be  positively  impacted 
by  the  strengthened  distribution  system  and  all  of  our  customers  will 
benefit  indirectly  through  lower  prices  from  the  added  revenue 
generated. 

We  look  forward  to  serving  these  outstanding  additions  to  our  city. 

Sincerely, 


Wal 
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Mr.  James  S.  Hoyte,  Secretary 
The  Coavnonwealth  o£  Massachusetts 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02202 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte:   Re:  Approval  of  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  Projects 

The  Boston  Cement  Masons  and  Asphalt  Layers  Union  Local  534  has  examined  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  developments  and  would  like 
to  present  the  following  comments  under  the  provisions  of  the  Massachusetts  Environ- 
mental  Policy  Act. 

We  strongly  support  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  projects.  With  private  investment  of 
over  One  billion  dollars  together  these  projects  are  expected  to  create  approxim:itely 
7,000,000  man-hours  of  construction  work  or  several  years  of  eoployment  for  members 
of  the  various  construction  trades. 


These  jobs  are  vital  to  the  economic  well-being  of  the  Commonwealth.  Most  of  the 
construction  projects  now  going  on  in  Boston  will  be  con^leted  vrithln  the  next  two  years. 
Without  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  projects  thousands  of  construction  workers  will  find 
themselves  unemployed.  These  two  projects  would  offer  the  opportunity  for  steady 
ea^loyment  to  thousands  of  families,  especially  those  living  in  Boston  neighborhoods. 

We  believe  that  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  project  should  be  approved.  The  developers 
have  attended  over  100  iwetings  with  South  Boston  representatives  and  special  Interest 
groups.  The  benefits  for  Boston  will  be  tremendous  from  these  projects,  particularly 
the  South  Bocton  neighborhood,  including  Fifteen  million  dollars  in  linkage  funds  for 
affordable  housing.  Three  million  dollars  for  job  training.  Twenty  million  dollars 
annually  in  new  property  taxes  and  Five  million  dollars  annually  in  new  sales  taxes. 
In  the  history  of  Boston  no  projects  have  offered  greater  public  benefits. 

We  urge  yoa  to  certify  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  Final  EIR  as  adequate  and  to  do  whatever 
is  possible  to  promote  expedient  approval  of  these  projects  by  other  State  agencies. 


We  thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


AB/bl 


Y.ery  truly  yours, 

Angelo  Buonop'ane 
Business  Agent. 


0-::: 


Bo>ton  GrccruSporc  ACw^iiiTvcc  ,  live . 

January  27,  1987 

RECElVEDRECEfVE^ 

Mr.  James  S.  Hoyte  J-'.^\  2  i:*  VJ' Z         ,,.j  r,  -  „,p- 

Secretary  of  Environsencal  Affairs  v  ••  .  ^  >.  .^o, 

100  Cambridge  Street  rr---  -: -;■ 

Boston,  yji      02202  '  V  •-.•-;■.■_"'.'",.;,  ,, 

Ke :   Fan  Piers/Pier  A  Final  Environmental  Inpact  Report 

Dear  Secretary  Koyte; 

The  Boston  GreenSpace  Alliance  is  a  coalition  of  nore  th?n  sixty-five 
organizations  concerned  with  park  and  open  space  issues  and  outdoor 
recreation  opportunities  in  the  City  of  Boston.   Wnile  the  Fan  Pier/ 
Pier  4  proposal  described  in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report 
deals  with  many  complex  areas,  some  of  which  indirectly  relate  to  the 
issues  of  concern  to  our  organization,  we  feel  that  there  is  a  need  for 
us  to  connent  primarily  on  public  access  and  the  quantity  and  quality 
of  the  green  space  and  outdoor  recreation  elements  in  the  proposal. 

We  feel  strongly  about  public  access  to  Boston's  waterfront  for  people 
of  all  economic  classes,  and  of  all  ethnic  and  racial  groups,  both 
residents  of  the  city  and  visitors.   The  Fan  Piers/Pier  A  site  is 
pre-eminent  on  the  waterfront  and  could  provide  access  and  views  which 
could  not  be  duplicated  anywhere  else  along  the  harbor.   The  parkland 
component  of  the  project  should  be  and  would  be  a  destination  in  and 
of  itself  with  some  modification. 

We  feel  that  it  is  critical  chat  the  open  space  components  of  the  project 
be  inviting  to  all,  including  low-income  people  who  may  not  be  able  to 
take  advantage  of  retail,  hotel,  and  restaurant  services.   Aids  in  access 
will  need  to  include  barrier-free  spaces  and  access  points;  directional 
signage  and  aids  from  downtown;  clear  and  inviting  access  points;  strong 
visual  corridors  to  open  space  from  public  streets;  non-comnercializaticn 
of  waterfront  and  freen  space  areas;  and  clear  demarcation  of  public  spaces. 
It  is  our  sense  from  observing  other  major  development  projects,  that  open 
space  amenities  which  are  inviting  and  enjoyable  to  all  create  a  level  of 
liveliness  which  ca::  significantly  enhance  cocnerciai  ventures  of  the  type 
proposed. 

1.   The  amount  of  parkland  open  space  provided  in  the  proposal  is 

inadequate  to  a  project  of  this  scale.   The  inclusion  of  roadways, 
sidewalks  (as  differentiated  from  Harborwalk) ,  commercial  arcades, 
and  traffic  turnarour.ds  and  vehicular  plazas  in  open  space  mappings 
and  statistics  creates  the  illusion  that  more  real  open  space  is 
provided  than  accords  with  cost  definitions  of  open  space.   By 
changing  the  massing  of  the  buildings  and  by  downscaling  of 
traffic  plazas  or  placement  below  grade,  public  recreation  open 
space  could  be  significantly  enlarged  and  negative  impact  of 
wind  and  shadow  could  be  reduced. 
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The  project  provides  ir.adequately  for  outdoor  recreation  for  both 
residents  and  visitors.   The  project  will  create  a  new  residential 
neighborhood  of  some  3,000  residents.   Opportunities  for  young 
children,  teens,  and  adults  who  are  residents  to  enjoy  and  grow 
through  outdoor  recreation  are  severely  lir.ited  in  the  proposal. 
There  are  no  suitable  alternative  recreational  facilities  within 
a  quarter  of  a  xile ,  the  standard  distance  for  gauging,  recreational 
needs.   The  lack  of  adequate  recreational  areas  will  alsc  linit 
both  the  public's  and  residents'  use  and  enjoy:nent  of  this  unique 
site.   The  project  should  provide  at  least  one  larjie  tot-lot  or 
several  saall  tot-lots  for  different  aj;e  croups,  active  recre- 
ational areas  for  such  sports  as  basketball  and  tennis,  and 
flat  turf  areas  for  unstructured  activities  such  as  playing  catch 
or  tag.   The  slope  on  parkland  abutting  the  Karborwalk  will 
inhibit  active  recrei.tiov;  there.   Boating  and  other  active 
water-dependent  recreational  uses  need  increased  emphasis  along 
the  waterf rontage. 

A.  Merging  the  small  gardens  and  tot-lots.   Play  areas  could  be 
merged  into  one  large  "playground"  with  themes  appropriate  to 
Che  site.   Many  areas  along  the  Harborwalk  and  in  the  Waterfront 
Park  could  be  enhanced  by  floral  landscaping. 

B.  Elimination  of  the  sinuous  path  which  duplicates  Harborwalk' s 
circulation  pattern  and  leveling  of  the  surface  in  the  Waterfror.t 
Park.   Public  art  could  be  better  incorporated  into  the  land- 
scaping, the  traffic  and  plaza  areas,  and  ia  relation  to  the 
proposed  ICA  building. 

C.  Overall  the  proposed  open  spaces  are  fragmented,  overly 
formal,  and  will  likely  appear  as  private  to  the  public, 
particularly  because  of  the  close  proximity  of  adjacent 
residential  developments.   The  only  large  green  space 
currently  provided  is  sloped. 

The  proposed  amphitheater  is  too  small  as  well  as  being  cold  and 
noisy.   The  functions  proposed  for  the  amphitheater  would  be  better 
provided  inside  the  ICA  building  or  on  the  Pier  A  plaza.   The  space 
now  planned  for  the  amphitheater  would  make  much  more  sense  as  an 
addition  to  passive  or  active  recreational  parkland.   This  space 
could  provide  the  core  of  a  second  lobe  of  the  Waterfront  Park,  a 
major  destination  on  the  Harborwalk,  or  a  visual  focal  point  from 
the  Pittsburg  Street  plaza  and  the  downtown  waterfront. 

''."hile  the  open  space  component  of  the  Final  Er.vironmental  Impact 
Report  is  schematic,  even  at  this  stage  in  the  design  process  a 
more  thorough  approach  to  the  design  of  harborfror.t  parK.lar.d  sr.ould 
be  expected  which  offers  attractions  utitvailable  between  tne  North 
End  and  Castle  Island.   There  is  a  need  in  the  design  for  public 
shelters  or  gazebos  to  shade  tne  summer's  sur..   Seasonally  installed 
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windscreens,  creatively  incorporated  into  the  design,  particularly 
in  the  area  now  designated  for  the  ar.pnitheater ,  which  will  receive 
more  sun  in  every  season  than  aost  of  the  Karborwalk  or  open  space, 
could  allow  for  the  enjoyaent  of  a  portion  of  the  parkland  on  a  year 
round  basis,  and  the  creation  of  a  protected  sitting  area  to  Iook 
back  at  the  plaza.   A  public  toilet  uncssociated  with  corairiercial 
or  retail  activity,  perhaps  placed  belov;  erace,  should  also  be 
expected  along,  harborw;:lk  or  in  the  V.'ater:  ror.t  Park.   Ve  are  alsc 
concernea  about  the  very  limited  nunber  of  tree  plantings  shown  on 
plans  and  feel  that  additional  tree  planti-.gs  would  enhance  the 
overall  project  and  ccir.ti  ibu':e  to  visitor  enjo^-r.ent  by  providing 
shade  and  possioly  wind  screening,  as  well  as  a  general  softening 
of  the  project's  hard  edges.   We  particularly  feel  that  the  Pier  4 
component  of  the  project  needs  much  more  "greening"  to  more  fully 
meet  public  needs. 

There  is  a  need  to  provide  more  sun,  particularly  at  times  other  than 
the  summer.  Alterations  in  building  design  and  massing  could  provide 
increased  sun  along  the  waterfront  and  in  the  proposed  parkland. 

5.  The  Harborwalk  appears  to  be  an  enhanced  sidewalk  rather  than  a  park 
experience  which  supports  the  abutting  green  space.   The  pedestrian 
bridge  over  the  Southeast  corner  of  the  Fa:i  Pier  project  would  serve 
the  public  (and  the  project)  much  better  if  it  were  realigned  to 
connect  directly  with  the  Pier  4  public  plaza.   Serious  consideration 
should  also  be  given  to  the  extension  of  Harborwalk  along  tne  entire 
harbor  edge  of  tne  Pier  U   area,  including  the  area  in  front  of  the 
retaurant.   There  is  a  clear  need  for  open  and  inviting  access 
points  and  signage  for  the  Harborwalk  within  the  Pier  A  ar«a. 
Handicapped  access  to  pedestrian  bridges  and  the  walkway  is  a  must. 

6.  Of  primary  concern  to  the  Alliance  is  the  lack  of  a  Master  Plan  for 
the  district  as  a  whole.   The  open  space  component  of  the  plan  needs 
to  be  related  to  the  overall  needs,  not  only  of  the  project,  but  also 
of  tnis  rapidly  developing  district  as  a  whole  and  of  the  city  as  a 
v:hole.   We  feel  that  a  Master  Plan  for  the  district  as  a  whole  is 
needed.   The  proposal'  should  also  relate  to  the  City  of  Boston's 
Open  Space  and  Recreation  Plan  and  to  the  policies  articulated  in 
the  Statewide  Comprehensive  Outdoor  Recreation  Plan.   At  present 

the  proposal  does  not  provide  a  fair  share  of  the  open  space  and 
recrtational  ::eeds  generated  by  the  facility  based  on  accepted 
standards  of  ten  acres  per  thousand  population  adopted  in  Boston's 
1983  Open  Space  Plan.   In  lieu  of  a  Master  Plan,  we  cannot  presume 
that  other  parkland  will  be  created  in  the  area  to  serve  these  needs. 
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In  .sum,  in  order  to  better  meet  the  needs  of  residents  of  the  project  and 
of  the  city,  of  hotel,  retail,  and  restaurant  patrons,  offict  workers  in 
the  project,  and  the  public  as  a  vhole,  we  feel  that  both  active  and  passi-ve 
recresticnal  and  open  space  conponents  of  the  proposal  neec  to  be  expanded 
and  creatively  up-f;raded. 

The  Far,  Piers/?ier  A  rrovcGil  will  nave  a  n^jor  er.v;ror.r:encal  i-oact  en  zr\c. 
w.-.-:erf rcr.r  of  Boston.  7nn    provision  of  acecuar.e  -.u-lic  access    to  tnd  rubl.^ 
n'-.az'.LZ -K£.   a-or:'_j  t.'.p.  :.>_rbcr I rciT.c  are  i-_:.ort£n7.  net  only  for  toda'/  but  for 
tcr.orrow.   Tr.ani;  yo'j  icr  consiv.^-r  in^;  our  corrriiintL.   V.e  looK  forv.'.^rc  to 
>cori;inv,  wit:;  you  or.  tr.is  .reject. 

Sincerely, 

Charlotte  Kahn 
President 


Mark  Pri:iack 
Executive  Director 


CSj 


John  N.  Fulham   &   Sons.  Ixc. 
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James  S.  Hoyte,  Secretary  •'•.      .  . 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  '  '•-  ^  . ;  ;  •, 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street  -■.-  • 

Boston,  MA   02202  •   '    '  '"•  ' 

RE:   Support  for  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  Projects  ,:-."'   •   •   -' 

Final  Environmental  Imoact  Reoort  EOEA'  No-'. .4426/4584' 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

We  are  Northern  Avenue  neighbors  of  the  proposed  Fan  Pier 
and  Pier  4  projects.   Our  business  is  located  on  the  Fish 
Pier  which  is  east  of  Pier  4  where  we  are  engaged  in  the 
ice,  fuel  and  ship  services  business  serving  Boston  and  New 
England.   We  have  followed  the  progress  of  development 
planning  for  Fort  Point  Channel  for  years,  and  wish  to 
express  our  strong  support  for  these  projects.   The 
development  of  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  are  necessary  to 
anchor  and  make  feasible  the  revitization  of  the 
harborfront  in  South  Boston.   Accordingly,  we  are  writing 
to  urge  you  to  certify  the  adequacy  of  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report,  and  to  do  everything  possible  to  promote  the 
prompt  approval  of  these  projects. 

These  projects  represent  $1  billion  of  private  investment, 
an  opportunity  which  must  not  be  lost.   With  the 
construction  of  these  projects,  (sites  which  today  are 
deteriorating  and  underutilized  as  parking  lots) ,  the  area 
will  be  transformed  into  a  vital,  publicly-accessible, 
urban  waterfront. 

We  are  particularly  supportive  of  those  asoects  of  the 
plans  which  will  introduce  new  v;ater-dependent  uses  and 
nobs  to  the  area.   As  proposed,  these  include  a  IG-acre 
marina  protected  by  two  substantial  breakwa-ers,  an 
on-demand  water  taxi  service,  and  a  coastal  cruise  ship 
landing  —  all  firsts  for  Boston  harbor. 
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The  developers  of  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  have  asked  our 
advice  about  these  water-dependent  uses.   Our  company  has  a 
75-year  history  on  this  waterfront,  and  we  currently 
represent  a  number  of  operators  within  the  burgeoning 
coastal  cruise  ship  industry.   Our  company  has  encouraged 
the  developers  to  provide  water-dependent  amenities, 
outlined  requirements  for  the  coastal  cruise  ship  landing, 
and  suggested  prospective  candidates  for  marine-related 
emplo^Tnent .   It  is  our  belief  that  once  the  Fan  Pier  and 
Pier  4  are  developed,  water  transportation  will  at  last 
become  feasible  throughout  the  Inner  Harbor. 

Needless  tc  say,  there  are  many  other  public  benefits 
associated  with  these  projects.   Well  over  half  the  area 
sites  will  be  devoted  to  public  open  space,  and  the  plans 
include  a  mile-and-a-half  extension  of  Harborwalk. 
Together  with  the  marina,  water  taxi  service,  excursion 
boat  landing,  and  coastal  cruise  ship  landing,  these 
features  will  activate  and  animate  the  area,  making  it 
possible  for  the  public  to  fully  appreciate  and  en^oy  the 
waterfront  as  never  before  in  Boston. 

The  proponents  have  repeatedly  demonstrated  their  concern 
for  traffic  impacts.   The  traffic  impacts,  it  seems  clear, 
can  be  mitigated  by  a  combination  of  highway  improvements, 
bus  and  water  transit,  and  limited  parking  availability 
during  the  commuter  rush  hours,  without  significant 
disturbance  to  existing  South  Boston  businesses  and 
residents.   The  water  quality  will  be  protected  through  the 
construction  of  new  sanitary  and  storm  water  sewers.   The 
combined  effect  of  these  improvements  will  help  to  improve 
water  quality  in  Boston  Harbor. 

As  neighbors  on  the  South  Boston  waterfront,  we  strongly 
support  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  projects.   These  projects 
are  critical  to  sustaining  the  strength  of  the  regional 
economy,  to  securing  unparalleled  private  investment  for 
the  transformation  of  an  underutilized  area  of  the 
waterfront,  and  to  encouraging  the  creation  of  new 
water-dependent  uses  in  Boston  harbor. 

Please  certify  that  the  Final  EIR  is  adequate  and  support 
further  review  of  these  projects  by  other  state  agencies. 


Respectfully  submitted, 

c  /■    ./  / 


Daniel  W.  Fulham 
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Fan    Pier/F'ier    4    FEIR    Comments 


n&re:encei>    ai-e    to    the    Secrf^ar-;  '  s    C  er  1 1  f  i  ca  ve/bcuije    for 
the    FEIR    Kitlj    cjuoteb    i.iifje  I'lom .  ) 
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i.1 -■  ■  L •-■  J  >     I'Li  pel  ^'  i  ■-  >     am      I  I'^v-     ;i  L  L.!!    LKJci  ^  i  1  ;-■    .'la  i  -     '.  i:- ;  is  j  I     se  :■'  .  i  ■ 

I  oulo    bt    xeciujied     Lo    ^uppoit    tiiib    ie\fi     of    dfc\  eicijjnicnt  .        Iiic- 

FEIK    su]>jjorts    tiiese    ai>sertiuiis: 

South    Bcjstoii    find    FT'/T'-i     tiaffju-    i-itli    origins    lt 
dt^s  1 1  iiati  uns    \  la    tne    ai'ter>'    i-ouiu    b-i    courxonted    with 
una(.-ce))T-nbly    Itiaded    i-oads    and    non-1'unct  ioninfe 
iiitei-sectioiis  . 

N.    B.       The    FEIR    assumes    si>;    travel    lanes    on    the  new 

Northern    A\'enue    Bridge    while    State    DPV."    confirms  that    unly 

four    ai-e    planned.       Given    the    importance    of    tins  Imu    tn- 
re\  ifwei"    needs    to    Iviiow-    iNiiicii    is    coiT'ect. 

T'r.'.:    "tiiou-    syjiil"     us-i'J     i:i    iralfjc    c:^!'.  ..i-ut  iont     is    o:.^' 
achieved    iii    Boston    wiiere    tnere    is    \ery    limi\.ea    parki;ig    ai. 
wnere   multiple    line    subway    service    is    conveniently 
a\'ailable;    circumstances    not    present    in    the    development 
aiea . 

"ne    FEIF;    simpi>     fails    to    pro\e    its    assumptions    that: 
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Shuttle  buses  can  feasibly  provide  the  high  quality  ser\-ice 
required  traveling  on  an  overloaded  roadway  system. 

Proposed  traffic  mitigations  will  produce  adequate  additiond 
capacity/demand  reduction. 

New  public  roadway  projects  will  ha\-e  the  capacity  and 
construction  timing  adequate  to  support  tne  proposed  a:ec; 
de\ eiopment . 

;  SC  7'3/?Pl)   Tiie  FEIR  fails  '«.  e'  j.tox  e  that  .ru'.;.  .i-affic  i-tiu.c 
.not  be  compromised  by  cor:gesticn  m  the  street  system.   Wn.le 
truci-is  will  be  trapped  at  o^■er■loadtd  intersections  comniutei' 
tiaff-c  Will  divert  m  greater  :  ^rubers  across  Soutii  Boston. 
simply  place  pnysical  bai-i'iers  across  key  streets  aamits  t.".^ 
defeat  of  tne  traffic  plan  for-  it  merely  results  m  neavie: 
iuuJs'  oil  vi:c  :  I.  ii;..-. ...  ;i  _  ..i  Li..:.:'..^.:,     ro'-L'-s.. 


iSC  PJ/ri-l)   One  oi  tne  greatest  gaps  lu    tne  Fllk  -  s-  trie  lack  ol 
information,  project  iists,  responsible  agencies,  comiui  tments  , 
cost  funding,  and  scheduling  of  proposed  mitigations.   Tne  Fan 
Pier  Advisory  Committee  nas  repeatedly  asked  for  this 
information,  both  at  tiie  beginning  and  the  end  of  ]9d6  but  has 
>t^T  1(1  l«f  in-o\jueu  Wj;.l:  It. 

Th'-  FEir'  te.\-i  i-f  elf  ncf  s  tal'j-^  I '^   i  -  ?. ".  as  a  sdut^p  c  f  Xw.i? 
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(  SC  I-'J/Pl-'o)   jn  conti-as-t  tu  tliL  C -I't  i  f  i  ca  tt.  /  hcu;.'-.' ,  uii-j  FZIk 
pr'cipoises  \'j    expand  tne  use  ui  A  Stie^t  1  oi  cuir.niu'er  anci  tJ  uciv 
ube  . 

N .  B.  Tilt  FEIR  pro)joses  to  rei-'pen  iiuxchester  A\  enue  u-inind  tn-:' 
Postal  Aniii.':.  for  t»-o-ua>'  ti-aific  wjthuut  a  respon-^e  or 
conimi  tiiient  1  i-oni  tlie  Post  Oi'fice  and  uitnuut  resoiNing  ■.ills  plan 
Kith  EOTC  '  s  plan  to  construct  a  new  one  way  northbound  sti-eet 
next  to  this  location  m  conjunction  with  the  aitei-> 
reconstrtict ion  . 

(SC  P5/P?-  Lo  7i./PPll   ■■r'r-j.i';'--t  .jhasin^""  lia-r.  not  b-'_-:i  !'clat-jd  i.o 
li!ii'::.c  o!  ui  1  ■- J  t  i. '^  1  Ol:  ill':  C-. :?  u  1 -r  -  '    .o   Clear  bcri-.-u  u  1 'J  leiaL.iii  '  ii^:. 
i.'.  t-'iiianus  (_  1  tkis  anu  uune:  piLj-rLLis  to  ant  i  c  i  jja  Ltu  i' o  a  ;-■  w  a  .> 
capacity"  is  proxided. 

(SC  F6/PP3)   The  "people  mo\er"  was  not  "specifically 
consioered"  so  it?  role  m  an  o\'erall  transportation  mi:,  c-d-nni- 
be  understood. 

On  the  sub.iect  of  '■■'ater  Tr-ansnor  *.a  1 1  on 


7.  iSC  ?fj/?P-  -  PT/Prl/   Tne  rZIJ\  uoes  not  include  tne  1  Cda ...  bi  _i  v  >' 
study  refei-enced  in  the  Draft  FEIR  as  required  by    tne  ietietar>  . 
In  order  to  understand  the  role  which  water  transportation  could 
play  in  the  overall  mix  of  transportation  service,  service  cost 
and  market  data  to  be  included  in  the  feasibility  study  is 
vital. 

Sewa.ee 

c.  (  SC  ?S/Fr2  )   Maisport  is  : -ported  to  be  coricerned  about  tne 
capacity  of  the  local  sewers  to  serve  this  de\  elop.nient . 

Boston  v.'aver  and  Sev^r  Comr..ission  cannot  tell  us,  on  the  b;.s-£ 
of  the  FZIR  data,  tne  frequency  or  vciume  uf  untieateu  s-^a^e 
ON'erf  low  . 

;  SC  PS/FP3  )  The  ''lassachuset  ts  ••'ater  Resources  .-.uthoi.t;.  :-.:o:t3, 
tnat  the  aata  needed  to  exaxuate  a  connection  appiicaticr.  is  r.z-: 
con tfiirted  in  tne  ?ETR. 


Tiie  goal  ol  a  2:  1  ui-  ^  Inl  i  i  trat  i  on  ana  inin..v>  KTmux  ai  is  not 
aaaretsed  as  required  t)y  tne  Secretary's  C  er  1. 1  f  i  cat.e  i(_-a\  lug 
to  question  tlie  proponents  comr.ii tiuent  to  this  critical 
requirement . 
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s  not  barijei  lift-  ■.•  ilii  tiie  canai  biiuge  n'^a:-  tJit  Fori 
hannti  not  hancicanped  accessible.   \isual  access  \.u    tli'. 
is  impaiied  rioin  Northei'n  Avenue  oy  tne  grade  ctiange. 
harborfront  open  space  is  restricted  by  the  slope  of  tne 

Although  it  has  been  suggested  tnat  this  slope  provides 
tional  \-iewing  experience,  such  e::perience  I  if  necessary 
ring  the  di-ama  of  tlie  waterfront  site  itself)  could  be 
d  with  \-iewing  terraces  etc.   HoweN'er,  an  open  space 

grade  ciiange  i-ould  present  foi-  puLlir  ust;  a  .••aiii'-  of 
i  a(.i:>e  a.nu  )jai-.si\e  j-t-creat  1  on  in  a  liarbuifi^ni  gietn 
Jiicii  -  ^.  an  exptiience  not  a'.aijcuie  tisewnt.e  _n  t:i-_ 
arbor . 


The  FEIR  wind  studies  rate  the  prevailing  conditions  of  the 
entir-j  Fan  Fiei-  parkland  and  harbor^^alk  to  be  ccT.fortable  for 
waiiiing  but  riot  comfortable  for'  sitting.   laKen  together  witn 
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THE  BOSTON  HARBOR  ASSOCIATES 
HARBORFRONT  DEVELOPMENT  REVIEW  CRITERIA 

Introduction: 


Purpose  Of  The  Boston  Harbor  Associates 

Boston  Harbor  is  first  and  foremost  a  natural  environment 
wr.ich  man  has  molded  and  adapted  for  his  own  purposes  such  as : 

a.)    those  which  require  the  harbor  for  their 
existence   including   a   working  seaport  and 
use  of  water  for  recreation   and  transportation. 

b.  )    those  which  could  exist  elsewhere  but  utilize  Boston 
Harbor   as   an   amenity   including   residential   and 
commercial  shorefront. 

TBHA  is  committed  to  preserve,  enhance  and  maintain  the 
best  of  these  uses  while  struggling  to  undo  and  resist 
the  environmental  degradation  which  has  accompanied  some  of 
these  activities.  This  dual  commitment  to  enhancing  the 
environmental  qualities  of  Boston  Harbor  while  improving  its 
functional  and  amenity  characteristics  have  led  TBHA  to  adopt 
a  three  part  program. 

First:  Calling  for  and  encouraging  plans  and  actions  by  ourselves 
and  others  for  achieving  the  three  goals: 

1 .  a  clean  Boston  Harbor 

2.  an  accessible  Boston  Harbor 

3.  an  alive  Boston  Harbor 

Second:  Evaluating  all  such  plans  and  proposals  aoainst  a 
standard  of  achieving  the  greatest  public  benefit  for 
the  most  people  while  simultaneously  having  the  least 
detrimental  effect  on  the  natural  and  functional 
character  of  Boston  Harbor. 

Third:  Heralding  the  value  of  Boston  Harbor  and  stressing  the 
need  for  balancing  all  its  positive  facets,  be  these 
physical  or  functional,  natural  or  man-made. 

Kev  Definitions 

Boston  Harbor: 


The  body  of  saltwater  and  brackish  water  as  well  as  its 
apourtenant  land  areas  which  are  situated  east  of  the 
Mystic  River  and  Charles  River  Dams  and  westerly  of  a 
line  between  the  southeasterly  tip  of  Deer  Island  and 
the  northernmost  tip  of  Hull,  and  including  all  harbor 
islands  easterly 


Definitions  (Continued) 


B.  Appurtenant  land  areas  are  those  areas  of  land  which 
were  the  results  of  both  qeological  forces  and  events 
and  man-nade  chanaes  over  time,  including  all  wetlands 
subject  to  tidal  action,  land  areas  whose  uses  were 
influenced  by  the  water-related  and  water-deoendent 
activities,  and  all  other  waterfront  land  areas  between 
the  water's  edqe  and  the  first  public  way  inland. 

C.  The  flora  and  fauna  that  have  evolved  alona,  on  or  in 
that  body  of  water  and  the  appurtenant  land  areas  over 

time. 

D.  The  water-dependant  human  activities  which  take  place 

on  said  body  of  water  and  the  appurtenant  land  areas, 
whether  these  be  industrial,  commercial,  recreational 
or  residential  in  character,  and  which  in  turn  have 
superimposed  on  the  natural  harbor  a  certain  undeniable 
character  not  found  there  prior  to  man's  influence  on  it. 


Clean : 


Not  dirty,  not  polluted:  alive  with  fish  and  other  marine 
animals,   and  a   magnet  for  animals  attracted  by 
the  saltwater  environment,  including  man. 


Accessible : 


Conveniently,  comfortably  and  safely  traveled  to  and  on  by 
all  members  of  the  public. 

Alive 

A.  Alive  _in  the  harbor: 

An  ecoloaically  flourishing  natural  habitat  for  flora 
and  fauna,  the  prerequisite  for  which  is  a  clean  harbor. 

B.  Alive  and  lively  on  the  harbor: 

The  human  activities  which  are  interesting  both  to  the 
observer  and  to  the  participant,  and  which  by  their 
sheer  variety  more  so  than  by  the  sheer  number  of  people 
involved   create   a  sense  of  cherished  and  valued  use  of 
the  harbor. 

Water  Dependent 

Requiring  the  waters  of  Boston  Harbor  as  a  prerequisite  to 
its  existence. 


The  Boston  Harbor  Associates'  Criteria; 

The  criteria  are  used  by  TBHA  to  evaluate  actions,  processes, 
designs  and  plans  affecting  Boston  Harbor,  which  TBHA  strives 
to  see  clean,  accessible  and  alive.  The  criteria  are 
also  objective  measures  for  judging  TBHA's  effectiveness  in 
carrying  out  its  espoused  roles.  As  time  brinas  new  awareness 
to  TBHA,  some  of  these  criteria  will  be  chanaed,  eliminated  or 
augmented . 

1 .    For  a  Clean  Boston  Harbor; 

1 . 1    Stopping  Pollution 

A.  There  shall  be  no  discharge  of  untreated  sewage 
into  Boston  Harbor.  Any  pollutants  not 
removable  via  municipal  treatment  shall  be  removed 
at  the  source. 

B.  Surface  water  run-off  into  Boston  Harbor  shall  not 
be  direct  except  directly  off  natural  vegetated 
areas:  all  other  run-off  shall  be  via  catch  basins 
which  must  be  cleared  of  polluting  elements 
regularly. 

C.  Additional   developments   within  the   sewage 
district    shall    not    result    in  additional 
discharges   of    untreated    sewage  into   Boston 
Harbor. 

D.  Rivers  and  streams  emptying  into  the  Harbor  shall 
contribute  only  clean  water. 

1 • 2    Cleaning  Up  Boston  Harbor 

Contaminated   sediments,   flotsam   and   jetsam, 
contaminated   fill,   on-shore   dumps,   debris  and 
dilapidated   structures   shall  be   removed. 

1 . 3   Keeping  Boston  Harbor  Clean 

A.  Structures  shall  be  designed  to   increase 

flushing  action  of  harbor  waters  wherever 
possible. 

B.  Coastal  wetlands,  marshes  and  other  natural 
coastal  features  shall  be  orotected, 
enhanced  and  enlarged  wherever  possible. 

C.  New   developments   must   not  overburden 
sewage   treatment   capacity  for  the  region, 
and  must  not  contriLwte   to  water  pollution, 
air  pollution  or  noise  pollution  in  the  harbor. 


2.    For  A  Publicly  Accessible  Boston  Harbor 

2 . 1   Public  Access  To  Boston  Harbor's  Waterfront 

Anchored  in  the  law  and  upheld  over  the  course  of 

the  Conunonwealth '  s  history,  not  only  the   edae 
but  the  entirety  of  Boston  Harbor  is  the  common 
wealth  of  all  members  of  the  public. 

Public  access  to  Boston  Harbor's  waterfront  from 
land  as  well  as  from  the  water  must  be 
preserved   and  enhanced.  Accessibility  in  this 
context  is  defined  as  year-round  and  around  the  clock, 

A.  Continuous  Access: 


The  public  should  not  be  impeded  from  a  continuous 
access  path  alonq  its  harbor  except  where  water- 
dependent  uses  require  preventing  the  public  from 
qaining  such  access  for  reasons  of  public  safety  or 
security.  Such  a  path  should  normally  be  at  least  30' 
to  50'  wide  and  in  no  cases  less  than  10'  wide  and 
should  feature  enlarged  areas  which  would  take  on  the 
character  of  small  plazas  with  benches,  landscaping, 
public  restrooms  and  public  boat  landings. 

B.  Quality  of  Access: 

In  order  to   make   Boston  Harbor  accessible,  the 
quality  of  the   access   must   be  inviting  to  the  public. 
All  new  proposals  along  Boston  Harbor  should  incorporate 
features  which  actively  encourage  the  public  to  use   the 
waterfront. 

Visual  accessibility  is  the  most  important  feature,  and 
has   as   its  primary  characteristic   direct  sightlines  of 
the  water.  Convenience  of  access  is  the  other  important 
ingredient  and  has  two  components:  public  transportation 
as  a  means  of  convenient  access,  and   the  mix   of  comfort 
and  safety  which  a  user  experiences  on   the  access  path. 

C.  Waterfront  Parks: 


At  present,'  there  are   too   few  waterfront  oarks  along 
Boston   Harbor.  Any  waterfront  park  should  be  accessible 
and  safe  for  all  races  and  economic  classes.  Such  a  oark 
requires  restrooms,   inviting   signage,   and  easy  access 
through   a   route  that  welcomes   all.   Svimminq,  boating, 
windsurfing,  fishing,  and  other  recreational  facilities 
should  be  mcoroorated  wh*,  •/ever  ocssible.  Public  landings 
should  be   incorporated   in  all  sucn  new  parKS,  ana  bCa - 
launch  areas  wherever  possible. 


Any  larqe  harborfront  development  should  provide  a 
public  waterfront  area  and  park  of  sufficient  breadth 
and  quality  to  be  an  attractive  destination  in  and  of 
itself   apart   from  any  development-related  activity. 

2 . 2   Public  Access  To  Boston  Harbor  As  A  Bodv  Of  Water: 

A.  For  Commercial  or  Maritime  Industrial  Purposes; 
(such  as  shippinq  and  its  terminals,  boatyards, 
commercial  fishinq) 

All  water-dependent  uses  of  this  type  shall  be 
supported   by   TBHA   in  direct  proportion  first  to 
the  uniqueness  of  their  water-dependency  and  then 
to  their  minimal  neqative  impact  on  the  three  qoals 
of  TBHA. 

B.  For  Recreational  Use: 


The  use  of  Boston  Harbor   for   recreational  purposes 
suqqests  swimminq,   scuba-divinq,  wind  surfinq,  water- 
skinq  and  boatinq  (sail  or  power)  where  compatible  with 
other  water  dependent  activity. 


For  An  Alive  Boston  Harbor; 


3.1   General: 


The  characteristics  of  a  livinq  and  lively  Boston 
Harbor  will  be  determined: 

1.  by  the  types  and  intensity  of  uses  and  activities 
along,  on  or  in  Boston  Harbor, 

2.  by  the  environmental  quality  of  each, 

3.  by  the  water  dependency  of  each,  and 

4.  by  the  balanced  representation  of  all'. 

TBHA   shall   support  such  activities  and  uses  along,  on 
or  in  Boston  Harbor  provided  they  are  water  dependent 
and  provided  they  do  noz  detrimentally  affect.  TBHA '  s  criteria 
for  a  clean,  accessible  and  alive   Boston   Harbor; 
further,  TBHA   shall   increase    its   support   in   direct 
proportion  to  the  decree  that  such  uses  and  activities 
contribute  in  accordance  with  TSHA's  criteria  and  to 
the  balance  of  all  water-deDendent   uses  of  the  harbor. 


To  this  end  TBHA  has  grouped  waterfront  land  uses  into  three 
prioritized  categories:  . 

1.  Water-dependent  uses;  of  these,  the   ones  with 
the  most  unique  requirements  or  hiqhest  degree  of 
water  dependency  will  be   qiven  priority; 

2.  Mixed  uses,  some  of  which  are  water-dependent; 

3.  Non-water-dependent  uses,  some  of  which  contribute 
positively  to  the  amenity  characteristics  or  to  the 
environmental  qualities  of  Boston  Harbor  (e.g. 
certain  types  of  housing,  recreational  facilities, 
parks,  etc.),  while  some  others  detract  rather 
than  contribute  in  any  positive  way  (e.g.  parking 
of  cars  or  parking  garages  next  to  the  waterfront). 

3 . 2   Types  And  Intensities  of  Water  Dependent  Activities  And  Uses 
A.    Nature  Conservation  Areas: 


Wherever  possible,  nature  conservation  areas 
should  be  created.    Nature  conservation  areas 
can  co-exist  within  short  distances  of  human 
activities,  and  such  proximate  locations  of  very 
differing  uses  will  -  if  each  is  properly 
demarcated  -  heighten  the  public's  awareness  of 
the  benefits  each  use   contributes  to  our  common 
environment. 

B.    Recreation: 


There  is  inadequate  open  space  for  family 
recreation  along  and  on  Boston  Harbor  which 
is  also  easily  accessible.    Where   it  is 
currently   available,  it  is  not  in  some  cases 
perceived  to  be  safely  accessible  to  all  races. 
This  situation  must  be  changed  incrementally  by 
each  new  development  project  undertaken  along,  on> 
or  in  Boston  Harbor. 

Therefore,  all  new  waterfront  development  shall 
incorporate  some   element   conducive  tc   public 
recreation  on  Boston  Harbor.  Even  small  projects 
should  contribute  in  some  way  to  the  recreational 
enhancement  of  this  comjion  asset. 


C.  Maritime  Industrial  And  Commercial  Development: 

TBHA  shall  support  such  development   only  to  the 
degree  that  the  use  is  water-dependent. 

C.l   Maritime  Industrial  Development: 

TBHA  strongly  supports  and  places  emphasis  on 
preserving  and  encouraging  maritime  industrial  uses 
such  as  shipyards  and  oil  depots  in  the  areas  best 
suited  for  such  uses.  Where  such  existing  uses  are 
presently  located  injudiciously,  TBHA  shall  suggest  that 
alternative  locations  be  developed  over  time  while 
emphasizing  the  need  for  the  retention  and  survival  of 
such   water  dependent  uses. 

C.2   Commercial  Development: 

TBHA  will  support  such  uses  only  to  the  degree  that  these 
are  water-dependent  and  contribute  more  to  the  environmental 
qualities  or   functional   characteristics   of  Boston  Harbor 
than  they  detract. 

D.  TransDortation : 


TBHA   will   strongly    support   any  transportation  only  if 
it  directly  enhances  the  accessibility  of  Boston  Harbor. 

D.l   Water  Transportation: 

TBHA  will  support  both  public   and   private   transportation 
on    Boston   Harbor   provided   they   do    not    unduly 
imbalance   the  mix  of  activities  of  uses,  and  provided 
further   they   do  not  unduly  detrimentally   affect   the 
environmental  qualities  of  Boston  Harbor. 

D.2   Other  Transoortation  Which  Improve  Accessibility: 

TBHA  will  support  public  transportation  in  direct 
proportion  to  the  degree  by  which  such  transportation 
enhances  accessibility  to  Boston  Harbor  and  to  public 
water  transportation  while  not  unduly  detrimentally 
affecting  the  environmental  qualities  of  Boston  Harbor. 

E.    Residential  Develooment: 


Residential  development  is  not  water-dependent. 
However,  because  residential  land  use  can  provide  a 
vital  and  attractive  inaredient  in  the  balance  cf 
waterfront  uses,  TBHA  will  support  residential 
development  along  the  harborfront  provided  it  does  not 
displace  or  impair  water-dependent  use,  especially  in 
the    case   cf   a   deep  water    facility. 


3 . 3   Environmental  Qualities  of  Boston  Harbor,  its 
Activities  and  its  Uses : 

A.  General 

TBHA  shall  strongly  support  those  activities  and 
uses  which  most  enhance  the  environmental  qualities 
or  functional  characteristics  of  Boston  Harbor. 
TBHA  shall  not  support  any  harbor  activity  or 
harbor  use,  whether  on  land  or  on  the  water,  which 
detrimentally  affects  any  of  TBHA ' s  criteria  for  a 
clean,  accessible,  and  alive  Boston  Harbor. 

B.  Environmental  Qualities  of  Boston  Harbor; 

B.l  A  clean,  accessible  and  alive  Boston  Harbor 
succinctly  describes  TBHA's  aspirations. 
Maintenance  and  security  programs  are  deemed 
to  be  an  integral  part  of  each  use  or 
activity  of  TBHA. 

B.2  TBHA  shall  not  support  any  activity  or  use 
which  only  detracts  and  contributes  nothing 
to  Boston  Harbor's  environmental  qualities. 
Primary  examples  of  detrimental 
characteristics  are  noise  pollution,  air 
pollution  and  water  pollution.  In  addition, 
TBHA  shall  also  resist: 

a.  excessive  intensity  of  activities  or 

uses; 

b.  visual        pollution        caused        by 
inappropriate  signs  or  poor 
juxtaposition    of    materials    or    uses,    or 
both; 

c.  excessive     congestion     of     any     sort 
(whether    of    buildings,     activities    or 
uses ) ;    and 

d.  any     microclimatic     effects     having     only 
negative    impacts    on    the    adjacent    harbor 
environment      (e.g.      excessive     wind, 
shadow,    heat   or   dust). 

C.  Environmental    Qualities   of   Public    Spaces    and    Parks 

C.l         Architecture     and     urban     design     of     all 

development,  whether  large  or  small,  should 
incorporate  the  characteristics  of  a  setting 
in  which  the  harbor  or  harbor-related 
activities 
afterthought. 


C.2  The  space  created  for  the  benefit  of  public 
use,  whether  a  walkway  or  a  plaza,  should 
enhance  the  feeling  of  safety  and  comfort 
for  the  user,  which  then  lead  to  the  user's 
enjoyment  of  the  space. 

C.3  High  buildings  are  not  characteristic  of 
the  waterfront  of  Boston  Harbor,  and  should 
therefore  be  avoided.  Furthermore,  high 
buildings  near  the  waterfront  or  adjacent  to 
waterfront  open  space  are  usually 
detrimental  to  a  user's  sense  of  comfort 
there,  and  should  therefore  be  avoided. 
High  buildings  near  the  waterfront  may  have 
detrimental  wind  and  shadow  effects  on 
waterfront  use,  and  should  therefore  be 
avoided. 

4.    Balance  of  Activities  and  Uses  and  their  Intensities: 

TBHA's  objective  is  both  to  help  strengthen  each  water- 
dependent  use  and  to  help  balance  all  of  these  along, 
on  or  in  Bosotn  Harbor.  If  all  types  of  uses  and  use 
intensities  are  balances,  the  liveliness  of  Boston 
Harbor  will  be  strengthened  and  the  environmental 
quality  of  Boston  Harbor  will  be  enhanced. 

In  particular,  TBHA  will  support  the  optimized  balance 
of  water-dependent  uses  and  the  original  natural 
environment  of  the  harbor  waterfront,  some  of  which  is 
ecologically  very  sensitive.  Where  the  ecology  has 
been  disturbed  or  disrupted  by  the  injudicious  location 
of  human  activities,  TBHA  shall  help  undo  some  of  the 
wrongs  done  to  Boston  Harbor  just  as  much  as  encourage 
better  use  of  Boston  Harbor. 


R  E  C  E  S  V  E  D 
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RE:  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  Projects 

Final  Environmental  Impact  Report — EOEA  No.  4426-4584 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

I  wish  to  express  my  support  for  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  projects  and 
for  certification  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report.  Since  these 
developments  were  first  proposed  in  1982,  significant  improvements  have 
been  made  in  response  to  over  100  meetings  with  numerous  and  diverse  groups 
with  an  interest  in  the  Fort  Point  Channel  area,  harbor,  and  surrounding 
communities. 

The  proponents  have  submitted  to,  and  indeed  fostered,  the  most 
comprehensive  and  open  development  review  process  in  the  City's  history. 
Recent  reductions  in  the  projects'  density  (below  the  FAR  which  the  City  of 
Boston  approved  for  these  sites  in  adopting  them  as  Master  Planned  Develop- 
ment Areas)  are  further  indication  of  the  proponents'  responsiveness  to 
community  input. 

Approval  of  these  projects  is  critical  to  transforming  a  major 
portion  of  Boston's  waterfront  into  a  vital,  publicly-accessible,  urban 
harborfront.  They  represent  over  SI  billion  of  private  investment  which 
will  not  only  make  an  unparalleled  physical  contribution  to  presently 
underutilized  sites,  but  also  will  play  a  crucial  role  in  sustaining  the 
strength  of  Boston's  economy. 

Both  projects  are  expected  to  provide  numerous  public  and  economic 
benefits,  among  them:  3,400  construction  jobs  and  over  10,000  permanent 
30bs;  approximately  S3  million  in  linkage  funds  for  job  training;  over  S20 
million  annually  in  new  property  tax  revenue  and  approximately  S5  million 
annually  in  new  sales  tax  revenues.  Equally  inportant,  nurrterous  water- 


related  uses  are  planned  to  activate  the  area — all  firsts  for  Boston — such 
as  an  on-demand  water  taxi  service,  a  protected  marina  and  a  coastal  cruise 
ship  landing;  and   significant  contributions  are  being  made  towards  the 
creation  of  affordz±)le  housing  in  the  City  in  addition  to  units  to  be 
provided  on-site. 

Relative  to  traffic  and  other  environmental  impacts,  the  proponents 
have  a  demonstrated  concern.  They  have  contributed  funds  to  the  City  for 
the  "South  Boston  Neighborhood  Study"  now  underway.  The  proposed  shuttle 
bus  system  which,  although  likely  to  be  insufficient  for  all  the  develop- 
ment likely  to  occur  in  the  Fort  Point/South  Boston  area,  is  one  potential 
treinsit  response  at  the  outset  of  development  along  Northern  Avenue.  The 
traffic  impacts  from  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  projects  and  numerous  other 
developments  can  be,  and  indeed  must  be,  managed  through  the  cooperative 
efforts  of  the  City  and  State  in  conjunction  with  private  developers  and 
property-owners. 

As  regards  water  quality  impacts,  it  is  my  understanding  that  the 
proponents  have  pledged  to  build  new  sanitary  and  storm  water  sewers  (in 
tandem  with  new  roadways),  the  combination  of  which  will  improve  water 
quality  in  Boston  harbor. 

Responsible  development  in  the  Fort  Point  Channel  arwa  will  play  a 
critical  role  in  the  continued  economic  growth  of  Boston  over  the  next 
decade  and  beyond.  New  projects  in  the  area  must  support  water-dependent 
uses  and  encourage  further  water-related  activities;  ensure  quality  and 
useable  public  access  and  open  space;  seek  out  improvement  of  water  quality 
and  general  area  clean-up;  and  encourage  uses  compatible  with  the  existing 
residential  and  artist  community.  I  support  the  developers'  efforts  in 
relation  to  the  above  objectives  and  trust  they  will  continue  to  expend 
even  further  efforts  towards  these  goals.  Through  continued  dialogue  2uid 
cooperation  between  the  State,  the  City,  the  broad  community  and  the 
projects'  proponents,  development  of  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  will  transform  a 
mostly  vacant,  publicly  inaccessible  and  deteriorated  urban  area  into  a 
renewed  and  vital  City  asset. 


Sincerely, 


s  L.  Sullivan 


January  30,  1987 
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The  ..jnorable  James  S.  Hoyte,  Secretary, 
'   Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs, 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts, 
100  Cambridge  Street, 
KlrcRsMuvc-umBoston,  KA  02202 
Attn:  MEPA  Unit 
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Dear  Secretary  Hoyte, 


The  Childrens  Museum  has  reviewed  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report 
prepared  by  the  developers  of  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  U  project  and  vashes  to 
make  several  comments: 

We  believe  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  A  projects  offer  an  exciting  development 
proposal  for  the  city.  We  are  enthusiastic  about  the  variety  and  quality  of 
architecture  and  feel  the  waterfront  plans,  island,  and  canals  create  a 
major  urban  amenity  .  We  strongly  support  the  development. 

We  believe  this  development  should  proceed  in  conjunction  with  commitments 
from  the  State  and  City  of  Boston  to  take  a  more  comprehensive  planning 
view  for  the  area  including  the  Fort  Point  Channel  waterway  itself  .  The 
efforts  to  solve  problems  of  environmental  use  and  benefit,  transportation, 
traffic,  parking,  and  particularly  pedestrian  comfort  and  safety  should  be 
occurring  within  the  context  of  an  urban  plan  that  includes  all  of  Fort 
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Point  Channel  and  its  connections  vdth  the  rest  of  Boston.  Vhile  this 
point  may  be  dramatically  obvious  in  relation  to  overall  transportation 
planning  and  traffic  problems,  or  relative  to  harbor  water  quality 
improvements,  v;e  feel  that  this  occasion  offers  the  last  opportunity  to 
develop  recreational  and  aesthetic  concepts  for  the  Channel  as  a  protected 
inlet  from  the  Harbor  which  penetrates  into  the  city.  It  could  become  a 
great  public  amenity. 

At  present  three  museums  function  actively  along  this  waterway ;The 
Childrens  Museum,  The  Computer  Museum,  and  The  Boston  Tea  Party  Ship.  The 
Aquarium  is  nearby,  and  with  the  ICA  at  Fan  Pier,  and  thoughtfully 
developed  walkways  along  the  water  between  these  points,  there  is  the 
beginning  for  a  cultural  strand  that  might  echo  Olmstead's  Emerald  necklace 
in  the  future. 

In  commenting  on  the  FEIR,  The  Childrens  Museum  would  like  to  be  understood 
as  advocating  on  behalf  of  museum  visitors  and  addressing  issues  which 
specifically  affect  the  continuity  of  successful  museum  operation  or  impact 
on  our  visitors. 

At  present  The  Childrens  Museum  serves  500,000  people,  552  of  them  young 
children,  7  days  a  week.  We  are  open  Friday  nights  until  9PM  and  have 
children  overnight  at  the  museum  at  least  2  nights/month.  By  the  year  2001 
we  expect  our  aucience  to  have-  reached  1  million.  SC"  of  our  current 
budget  depends  on  earned  income  and  admissions.  If  construction,  traffic, 
lack  of  parking,  or  lack  of  perceived  safety  reduces  our  attendance,  we 
v-ill  experience  great  hardship. (  The  low  fixed  span  of  the  proposed  new 
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bridge,  vdll  cost  the  museums  significantly  by  preventing  the  annual  boat 
show  and  other  amenities  in  the  channel  itself).  The  Boston  Tea  Party  Ship 
attracts  400,000  people  /year.  The  Computer  Museum,  which  shares 
aggressive  plans  for  growth,  presently  draws  85,000  people.  The  ICA,  when 
located  at  Fan  Pier  will  draw  hundreds  of  thousands  more.  All  these  people 
in  addition  to  commuters,  local  business  people  and  residents,  and 
thousands  of  tourists  will  be  pedestrians  through  the  area  from  either 
public  transportation  points  or  from  available  parking.  80%  of  museum 
visitors  come  by  car;  20%  by  public  transportation.   1-1.5%  percent  of  our 
visitors  have  serious  handicaps.  All  the  museums  serve  special  groups  and 
school  groups  who  travel  in  buses;  20-25  school  buses/day  drop  and  pick  up 
children  at  The  Childrens  Museiun. 

ISSUES 

1.  PEDESTRIAN  FLOV,  URBAN  DESIGN  AND  PUBLIC  AMEKITIES 

We  do  net  believe  pedestrian  traffic  has  been  adequately  considered  by  the 

City  in  their  planning,  or  by  the  State  in  their  bridge  and  Transportation 

plans. 

a. ) Channel  Development 

We  believe  the  City  and  BRA  should  designate  Fort  Point  Channel  part  of  the 
Harborpark  concept,  including  waterfront  parks  and  Harbor  walkway  concept. 
Proposals  should  be  developed  to  create  a  safe  attractive  walk  for 
pedestrians  up  both  sides  of  the  Channel  which  will  link  general  pedestrian 
traffic  flow  from  South  Station  to  the  proposed  Fan  Pier  development  in 
ways  that  take  full  advantage  of  the  potential  of  the  channel  and  of 
recreational  amenities  that  could  be  developed  along  and  in  it. 
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b.)  Park 

We  are  in  agreement  with  the  CAC  point  #8  re  Urban  Design  and  Public 
Amenities,  and  ve  also  recommend  the  parcel  of  land  adjacent  to  the  Channel 
between  old  and  new  Northern  Avenues  be  designated  a  park  site  to  provide  a 
generous  open  space  "gateway"  to  the  ICA  cultural  facility  and  entire  Fort 
Point  Channel  area  from  the  new  Northern  Ave.  downtown  approach  to  the 
site.   (We  make  this  recommendation  believing  that  site  does  not  well  serve 
purposes  of  affordable  housing  and  that  more  satisfactory  sites  for  such 
housing  should  be  found.) 

c . ) Northern  Avenue  Bridge  Underpass 

We  are  extremely  concerned  that  FEIR  plans  do  not  adequately 
account  for  pedestrian  safety  across  the  new  Northern  Ave.   (It  is  too  vide 
for  safe  crossing  by  mothers  with  strollers  and  young  children  or  by  people 
vith  handicaps) . 

As  a  safe  and  attractive  underpass  is  key  to  a  successful 
pedestrian  transition  between  the  new  developments  and  the  three  musexims  to 
the  south,  as  well  as  to  public  transit  at  South  Station  and  businesses  in 
Fort  Point  Channel  area,  sufficient  funds  should  be  allocated  to  assure 
that  it  b«  a  first  class  public  amenity  and  a  safe  attraction  over  a  long 
period. 

We  would  like  to  work  vith  the  developers,  DPW  and  BRA  to 
achieve  a  successful  design  that  is  an  asset  to  the  area. 

2.  si'Sm  ^^:TIGATIO^'  me.^su7.£S 

a.)Traffic  Lights  .  _.  . 
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Pedestrian  safety  cannot  be  guaranteed  under  existing  traffic 
conditions  and  we  forsee  conditions  getting  worse  during  construction. 
Traffic  lights  should  be  installed  immediately  at  the  corner  of  Dorchester 
Ave.  and  Congress  St.   If,  after  study  a  full  traffic  light  is  not  deemed 
appropriate,  then  a  pedestrian  activated  light  should  be  erected  there  and 
at  Sleeper  St.  and  Congress  St. 

In  addition  to  the  lights  proposed  in  the  FEIR  for  the  new 
Northern  Ave.  and  Sleeper  St. intersection,  because  of  increased  traffic 
down  Sleeper  St.,  The  Childrens  Museum  requests  emergency  traffic  lights 
that  can  be  activated  during  Fire  Exit  emergencies  on  Sleeper  St.  at  the 
northern  end  of  the  Museum  Wharf  building,  and  at  Congress  St. 

Pending  installation  of  all  the  aforementioned  lights,  we 
require  a  traffic  guard  or  policeman  at  Congress  and  Sleeper  St.s  and 
Sleeper  St.  and  the  new  Northern  Ave. during  all  construction  work. 

b . ) Northern  Avenue  Bridge  Underpass 

We  believe  that  the  State  DPW  must  plan  and  build  a  safe  and  attractive 
underpass  under  the  proposed  new  Northern  Ave.  bridge,  which  is  a  public 
amenity  of  distinction,  encouraging  the  flow  and  protecting  the  safety  of 
pedestrian  traffic  between  the  proposed  development  and  the  museums  south 
of  the  bridge.  It  must  be  safe,  clean,  and  well  lit.  It  should  fe 
designed  to  overcome  any  chance  of  creating  a  forbidding  dangerous  tunnel 
under  the  bridge  which  would  jeapordize  the  safety  of  children  and  their 
farrilies. 

c .  )Northerr.  Ave.  Bridge 

The  bridge  design  does  not  adequately  resolve  safety  or 
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connection  issues  for  pedestrians.  A  low  curb  edging,  similar  to  that  on 
the  old  Northern  Ave.  bridge,  which  would  inhibit  children  from  stepping 
off  the  sidewalk  into  traffic  would  be  helpful.   Attractive  bright  lighting 
on  and  under  the  bridge  is  essential.   A  pedestrian  activated  crossing 
light  on  the  median  strip  as  well  as  on  the  sidewalks  is  needed. 

Well  designed  stairs  and  navigable  ramps  off  the  bridge  to  the 
Channel  Walkway  between  the  museums  and  Fan  Pier  developments  and  on  the 
western  end  of  the  bridge  are  essential. 

3.   TRANSPORTATION 

The  Childrens  Museum  has  attended  the  many  meetings  and  hearings 
conducted  by  the  Fan  Pier/  Pier  A  Civic  Advisory  Committee.  We  admire  the 
work  accomplished  by  this  group  through  the  active  cooperation  of  the 
developers.  We  support  most  of  the  positions  presented  in  their  comment 
letter  and  in  particular  the  concept  of  broader  contextual  planning  by  the 
State  Department  of  Transportation  and  the  City  of  Boston, 
a. )  Parking 

We  do  not  agree  that  severely  restricting  available  parking  on 
adjacent  properties  vill  achieve  the  objectives  of  commercial  and  urban 
vitality  necessary  for  the  future  of  the  area  and  in  particular  for  the 
museums.  We  believe  that  a  majority  of  our  visitors  cannot  conveniently 
attend  the  museums  without  driving  and  that  adequate  parking  facilities 
must  be  planned  for  the  area.  Pricing  schemes  should  favor  the  mid-day  and 
weekend  use  and  similar  strategies  be  utilized  to  limit  commuter  parking 
and  mitigate  air  pollution  levels, 
b. )  Shuttle  Buses 

The  buses  proposed  by  the  developers  as  a  mitigating  measure  for 
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the  Fan  Pier  &  Pier  A  developments  are  not  planned  to  serve  other  commuters 
or  residents  in  the  Fort  Point  Channel  area.   We  believe  major 
transportation  service,  especially  in  lieu  of  sufficient  lov  cost  parking, 
should  be  a  public  responsibility. 

V.'e  request  that  a  Kuseum  Stop  be  included  in  all  proposed  bus 
loops  connecting  Fan  Pier/Pier  U   and  the  Fort  Point  Channel  area  to  South 
Station,  the  Aquarium,  Government  Center  and  downtown  Boston. 

V.'e  request  a  convenient  Museum  Stop  be  incorporated  into  any 
proposed  "people  mover"  transit  scheme. 

We  strongly  support  the  position  of  the  CAC  in  item  K  holding 
the  development  to  the  level  of  mitigation  committed  to  in  the  FEIR. 
c. )  Bus  Parking 

At  present  approximately  20  school  buses  come  to  The  Childrens 
Museum  between  10am  and  1pm  weekdays.  The  Computer  Museum  receives 
additional  school  visits  by  bus.  The  Boston  Tea  Party  Ship  serves  a  large 
tourist  audience  who  come  in  tour  buses,  as  well  as  children  in  school 
buses.  All  these  buses  and  those  from  the  New  England  Aquarium  as  well  as 
other  tour  buses  wait  on  the  old  Northern  Ave.  while  the  children  are 
visiting  the  museums. 

It  is  essential  that  an  alternative  waiting  site  be  foimd  nearby 
for  school  and  tour  buses. 
i*.   INTRASTRUCTDRE 
a.'  Utilities 

Tne  Childrens  Museum  and  Museum  V.'harf  Building  is  a  public  facility 
\>"ith  a  large  obligation  for  public  welfare  and  safety  and  reliable  service. 
We  request  proper  mitigation  measurp«;  be  taker  to  guarantee  the 
absolute  minimum  of  interruptions  of  any -utility  service,  especially  during 
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public  hours.  The  highest  priority  must  be  given  to  quick  restoration  of  service 
in  the  event  of  accidents. 

5.  RELATED  ENVIRON'ME\TAL  CONCERN'S 

Because  of  the  proximity  of  The  Childrens  Museum  to  the  new  Northern 
Avenue  and  bridge,  v/e  are  concerned  about  possible  damage  to  the  collections, 
interference  with  working  conditions,  stable  functioning  of  sensitive  computer 
and  security  systems,  and  visitor  safety, 
a. )  Noise 

We  request  the  State  Department  of  Public  Works  responsible  for  bridge 
and  highway  construction  take  every  measure  to  mitigate  noise  and  vibration 
during  construction  of  the  new  road  and  bridges. 

Trucks  should  be  kept  off  Sleeper  and  Congress  Streets  to  the  greatest 
extent  possible. 

Construction  should  be  phased  with  transportation  access  plans  and 
there  should  be  a  detailed  coordination  of  truck  routes  and  activities  to  avoid 
excessive  environmental  and  construction  impacts. 

b. )  Rodent  Control 

Bridge  construction  and  other  channel  and  development  work  is 
predicted  to  increase  the  distrubance  and  visible  presence  of  rodents  in  the 
neighbourhood  during  construction. 

In  consideration  of  the  sensitivity  of  The  Childrens  Museums' 
audience,  and  the  presence  of  a  restaurant  and  dumpster  on  site,  we  request 
vigorous  response  and  treatnent  of  any  rodent  or  pest  problem  in  the  immediate 
neighbourhood  during  all  construction  phases. 


Page 


CONaUSION 

The  Childrens  Museum  believes  development  of  Fort  Point  Channel  and  Fan  Pier/Pier 

A  and  intervening  parcels,  if  planned  in  the  context  of  overall  long  range  urban 

design  considerations  conserving  the  value  of  the  waterfront  and  channel  and 

enhancing  pedestrian  experience,  will  contribute  to  the  region  and  City  of 

Boston.  We  feel  that  the  developers  are  sensitive  to  concerns  that  are  being 

raised  and  have  been  cooperative  and  willing  to  help  address  them. 

We  hope  our  comments  will  contribute  to  the  public  benefit  of  this  development. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Kenneth  S.  Brecher,  Director 


Kyra  Mo^agu,  President 
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Secretary  James  Hoyte 

Executive  Otfice  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  St. 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

The  Massachusens  Audubon  Society  was  founded  in  Boston  in  1896,  and  has  for  over  90  years 
worked  for  sound  development  which  protects  the  environmental  quality  upon  which  the  quality  of  life  in 
Massachusetts  depends.  The  Society's  Boston  program  is  working  actively  on  improving  the  water  quality 
of  Boston  Harbor,  the  state  of  city  open  space,  and  environmental  quality  tor  neighborhood  residents. 
The  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  projects  (EOEA  #  4426/4584)  ofler  significant  opportunities  to  improve  Boston's 
harbortront,  but  the  scale  of  the  proposal  poses  several  problems. 

Based  on  our  review  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (FEIR)  for  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4 
Developments,  the  Massachusetts  Audubon  Society  requests  that  the  Report  be  deemed  inadequate 
and  that  additional  information  be  requested.  A  fully  complete  FEIR  is  critical  if  permitting  agencies  are  to 
be  able  to  formulate  permits  which  fully  minimize  environmental  impacts.   Of  particular  importance  is  the 
information  needed  to  undertake  the  public  benefits  analysis  for  a  Chapter  91  permit.   The  Society 
appreciates  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  this  environmental  review  process,  so  that  the  Fan  Pier/  Pier  4 
development  will  be  a  welcome  addition  to  Boston's  watertront. 

Although  th«  FEIR  includes  extensive  discussion  of  environmental  impacts,  the  document  is  flawed 
because  many  ol  the  proposed  mitigation  measures  are  not  based  on  acceptable  assumptions,  in 
particular,  the  nneasures  related  to  the  transportation  mode  split,  the  projections  of  adjacent  development, 
and  the  timing  of  the  highway  constnjction  need  further  review.  In  addition,  many  of  the  mitigation 
commitments  are  not  within  the  control  of  the  developers.  The  FEIR  does  not  clearly  indicate  if  mere  will 
be  adequate  mitigation  of  impaas  if  only  sonie  of  the  measures  occur  or  how  the  project  might  be  phased 
tc  accommodate  infrastnjcture  improvements. 
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TIDELANDS  /  OPEN  SPACE 

As  a  project  on  Boston's  watertrom  and  within  the  Comnxsnweatth  tidelands,  the  Fan  Pier/  Pier  4  has 
special  significance.  The  project  will  establish  precedents  for  hartwr  access,  use,  and  design,  it  can,  if 
designed  property,  provide  access  to  increase  public  awareness  of  and  interest  in  a  clean  and  productive 
Boston  Hartxjr. 

The  FEIR  does  not  contain  adequate  information  upon  which  to  determine  compliance  with  the  Chapter 
91   regulations,  nor  does  it  contain  a  meaningful  analysis  of  the  balance  between  public  benefits  and 
detriments.  The  FEIR  includes  "amenities"  of  dubious  significance  and,  in  some  instances,  assumes  that 
proper  public  purpose  is  served  by  pnvate  facilities  that  may  be  technically  open  to  the  public,  but  only  to 
that  segment  of  the  population  that  can  affort  to  patronize  them.  Such  an  interpretation  of  proper  public 
purpose  does  not  seem  consistent  with  the  legislative  intent  of  the  Chapter  91  amendments. 

The  quality  of  the  open  space  is  of  critical  importance.  There  must  be  greater  attention  to  the  degree  of 
useable  recreational  open  space  tor  both  residents  and  visitors,  and  to  the  consistency  of  the  project  with 
the  overall  Hartxnwaik  design.  Alternate  designs  tor  the  open  space  should  be  evaluated  relative  to  the 
wind  and  shadow  impacts  of  the  buildings.  Greater  public  benefits  could  be  derived  from  alternative  open 
space  designs  and  useage. 

The  project  needs  to  more  generously  incorporate  public  open  space  and  water-dependent  uses. 
Given  the  nnagnitude  of  this  development,  public  open  spaces  must  be  significantly  enlarged  and  more 
sensitively  designed  to  attract  public  visitation  beyond  patrons.  Open  space  sandwiched  between  tall 
buildings  is  hardly  conducive  to  the  variety  of  public  recreational  activities  that  is  desireaWe.  A  fifty  to 
one-hundred-foot  setback  from  the  waterfront,  around  the  entire  periphery  of  the  properly,  with  bicycle 
paths  (to  encourage  bicycle  connmuting)  and  connected  public  part<  areas  is  more  appropriate  to  the  scale 
of  the  sumjunding  developoment  than  a  twenty  to  tv^^enty-seven-toot  pronrtenade  suggested  by  the 
proponents. 

From  th«  proponent's  perspective,  the  major  focus  of  the  public  purpose  resulting  from  the  project  is 
"as  catalysts  lor  the  redirection  of  downtown  development,  as  providers  of  office  and  housing  options  to 
encourage  city-based  employment  and  living,  and  as  creators  of  a  new  metropolitan  attraction  with 
extensive  public  space  that  can  serve  both  local  citizens  and  visitors  to  Boston*  (page  V.4-4)    Analysis  o'. 
this  aaivity  on  the  existing  and  potential  water-dependent  activity  of  Boston  Harbor  is  incomplete.  Under 
Chapter  91 ,  the  benefits  of  the  development  for  water-related  activity  must  be  weighed  against  tne 
detriments  to  water-related  activity.  There  has  been  no  analysis  of  the  detnmems  to  water-depenoent 
industry  by  the  development  of  the  Fan  Pier. 
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WATER  QUALITY  /  CONSERVATION 

Boston  Hartxsr  is  severely  polluted.  All  development  must  be  consistent  with  the  etiorts  to  clean  up  the 
Harbor.  The  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  project  challenges  these  efforts.  The  projected  water  use  from  the  Fan 
Pier/Pier  4  developments  will  be  significant,  but  the  only  commitment  in  the  FEIR  to  water  conservation 
devices  in  the  project  are  those  which  conform  to  the  State  Building  Code  --  this  requires  nothing  of  what 
was  suggested  by  Boston  Water  &  Sewer  (letter  5). 

The  FEIR  should  have  detailed  a  comprehensive  water  conservation  plan,  including  the  planting  of 
drought-resistant  vegetation  (to  reduce  outdoor  water  use),  installation  of  state-of-the-art  (as  composed  to 
standard  building  code)  water  fixtures',  and  an  on-going  leak  detection  and  repair  program.  The  Boston 
Water  and  Sewer  Commission  and  the  f^assachusetts  Water  Resources  Authroity  (MWRA)  should 
approve  the  water  system  and  conservation  plan.     A  supplemental  analysis  of  the  volume  of  sewage 
generation  and  its  potential  impact  on  the  capacity  of  the  new  Deer  Island  treatment  facilities  and  on  the 
intennediary  sewers  must  also  be  done. 

DREDGING  (WATER  QUAUTY) 

The  elutriate  and  bioassay  tests  conducted  for  sediments  to  be  dredged  indicates,  not  suprisingiy,  that 
the  dredge  spoils  will  be  highly  contaminated.  Although  the  silt  curtain  will  presumably  keep  the 
sediments  from  becoming  suspended  in  hartwr  waters  beyond  the  immediate  area,  the  disposal  site  lor 
the  contaminated  material  is  uncertain.  A  revised  impact  report  should  contain  a  comprehensive  analysis 
of  the  impacts  of  the  dredge  spoil  disposal,  tt  should  also  examine  other  proposed  dredging  operations 
with  which  the  proponent  should  pertiaps  coordinate.  For  instance,  substantial  dredging  will  be  required 
for  constoiction  of  the  Third  Harbor  Tunnel  and  the  MWRA  sewer  tunnel.  The  impact  report  should 
consider  the  extent  and  timing  of  these  dredgings  and  any  means  by  which  the  dredging  operation  or 
dredge  disposal  might  be  coordinated  to  reduce  environmental  impacts. 

FLOODING 

The  EIR  did  not  adequately  address  flooding  issues,  tt  is  not  clear,  for  instance,  that  the  lowest  floor  to 
be  occupied  is  higher  than  the  1 00-year  flood  elevation.  How  will  storm  sewers  be  designed  to  prevent 
backflow  during  storms?  And,  it  backflow  devices  can  be  installed,  where  will  the  stomnwater  be  stored 
during  peak  flows?  If  there  is  going  to  be  underground  parking,  how  will  it  be  floodproofed?  How  will  me 
oil  traps  in  catch  basins  work  during  large  storms?  Perhaps  oil/grease  separators  would  be  more  etieaive 
How  will  banks  be  stabilized  to  withstand  severe  wave  forces?  How  will  vegetation  and  greenspace  be 
utilized  to  help  absorb  rainfall? 

*The  projects'  plumbing  should  utilize  ultra  low-flush  toilets  that  can  cut  water  use  from  the  3.5  gallon  ce- 
flush  building  code  requirment  to  less  than  i  .8  gallons  per  flush. 
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TRANSPORTATION  AND  AIR  QUALITY 

The  potential  adverse  impacts  from  excessive  traffic  congestion  resulting  from  this  development  are  so 
great  that  major  modifications  to  the  proposed  development  should  be  considered.  Excessive  traffic 
congestion  results  in  harmful  air  quality,  noise  pollution,  and  a  detenorated  quality  of  life.  Automobile  and 
truck  emissions  have  been  shown  to  the  major  source  of  nitrogen  oxides  and  of  ozone  precursors    These 
pollutants  cause  health  problems,  such  as  breathing  difficulty,  and  also  degradate  visibility.  The  proiect 
proponents  aim  to  minimize  this  traffic  by  limiting  parking  in  the  development  and  thereby  forcing 
significant  (as  much  as  70%)  use  of  public  transit.  In  fact.  The  Fan  Pier  is  currently  used  as  a  large  parking 
lot  (upto  2.000  vehicles  per  day).  Nothing  is  said  about  what  will  happen  to  these  commuters.    It  is  illogical 
to  assume  that  all  of  these  people  who  now  drive  now  be  willing  to  take  transit. 

The  projected  mode  split  in  favor  of  public  transit  is  nearly  comparable  to  downtown  Boston.  Downtown, 
however,  is  sen/ed  by  all  subway  lines,  trains,  and  buses,  as  well  as  a  greater  number  of  residential 
neighborhoods  from  which  people  walk.  The  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  is  nearly  a  mile  to  both  the  Blue  and  the  Red 
MBTA  lines.    EOTC  (letter  1 6)  asked  for  a  "demand-based  analysis"  to  justify  the  mode  spll  This  was  not 
done. 

A  shuttle  bus  system  has  been  proposed  to  connect  existing  transit  with  the  Fan  Pier  area.   The 
proponents,  however,  do  not  offer  to  pay  for  the  shuttle  bus  as  suggested  in  the  MBTA's  comments  (letter 
19).  But,  they  assume  the  shuttle  service  will  be  so  good,  that  people  will  be  willing  to  use  transit  instead 
of  private  vehicles. 

The  effectiveness  of  the  shuttle  buses  depends  on  the  buses  not  getting  "caught  in  traffic".  To  prevent 
this,  the  proponents  make  a  string  of  unreasonable  assumptions.  For  example,  shuttles  from  South 
Station  will  travel  on  exclusive  high-occupancy  vehicles  lanes  on  the  Seaport  Access  Road.  This  assumes 
this  road  will  be  buitt;  have  high-occupancy  lanes;  and  will  not  be  congested  from  vehicles  at  the  exit  from 
the  Access  Road  (the  intersection  analysis  page  lV.1-55  confirms  this).  The  Seaport  Access  Road  is  being 
planned  as  a  truck  access  road  -  not  for  commuters  to  the  Fan  Pier! 

The  FEIR  intersection  analysis  indicates  that  the  Fan  Pier  will  result  in  a  decline  of  service  at  eight 
intersections  in  the  Fori  Point  area.  The  FEIR  discounts  this  congestion  because  it  would  also  exist  in  the 
no-build  situation.  This  doesn't  resolve  how  the  shuttle  buses  will  operate  effectively. 
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The  FEIR  provides  a  lengthy  list  of  mitigaton  measures  aimed  at  relieving  this  traffic  congestion.  But, 
none  of  these  measures  are  within  the  control  of  the  project  proponents.  The  proponent  will 
"encourage",  -promote',  "cooperate  with",  and  "plan"  (page  IV.  i-8l),  These  do  not  assure  mitigation    in 
fact,  even  with  mitigation,    six  major  intersections  remain  at  unacceptable  levels  (page  IV.  l-i  19).    The 
project  proponents  seem  to  be  stating,  "the  traffic  is  already  bad.  so  dont  blame  Fan  Pier,  and  what's  so 
bad  about  a  little  nx)re,  especially  when  our  protect  is  going  to  help  pressure  to  get  improvements  "  This  is 
unacceptable! 

There  is  no  consideration  of  a  sceneno  without  a  Seaport  Access  road  and  third  harbor  tunnel,  only 
without  a  depressed  Central  Artery  which  wonl  be  completed  by  1995.  At  present,  the  funding  tor  these 
projects  is  still  not  certain.  We  believe  that  it  is  premature  to  rely  so  extensively  on  these  improvements  lor 
traffic  mitigation. 

In  addition,  the  FEIR  does  not  adequately  evaluate  the  impaas  from  delivery  vehicles  and  taxi  trips.  The 
stop  and  go  nature  of  these  vehicles  can  severely  impact  the  flow  of  traffic. 

Air  quality  is  closely  linked  to  traffic  congestion  in  Boston.  The  DEIR  and  FEIR  only  consider  the  traffic 
impact  on  carbon  monoxide  levels.  The  logic  is,  "traffic  is  already  bad,  we're  not  adding  very  much,  in  fact 
we'll  be  promoting  transit  use."  This  understates  the  impacts  of  the  project,  especially  since  the  traffic 
mitigation  assumptions  are  unacceptable. 

The  FEIR  does  not  deal  with  the  ozone  non-attainment  issue.   With  Massachusetts  likely  to  not  anain 
the  federal  ozone  standards  by  the  December  1987  deadlines,  DEQE  must  be  prepared  to  do  an  indirect 
source  review  of  all  major  traffic-generating  projects.   A  supplemental  EIR  should  include  the  data  needed 
to  do  such  a  review  as  it  pertains  to  the  Fan  Pier.  Diesel  emissions  from  trucks  and  nitrogen  dioxide  are 
other  serious  air  pollutants  which  will  increase  if  traffic  congestion  increases.  Worse  case  analysis  of  these 
pollutants  IS  needed. 

The  Massachusetts  Audubon  Society  believes  that  a  connpiete  environmental  impact  review  process 
will  resuR  In  a  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  project  that  is  scaled  and  planned  to  be  a  valuable  addition  to  Boston's 
waterfront.   To  summarize,  the  major  deficiencies  ,  however,  which  still  need  to  be  addressed  further  are 

1 .  unacceptable  assumptions  related  to  the  possible  attainment  of  a  70/30%  transportation  access 
mode  split  in  favor  of  mass  transit  and  allernatrves  to  dependence  on  a  shuttle  bus  system; 
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2.  inadequate  consideration  of  the  combined  impacts  from  the  the  development  of  adjacent 
parcels; 

3.  no  analysis  of  the  traffic  impacts  if  the  seaport  access  road  and  the  third  harbor  tunnel  are  not 
built  or  if  any  other  combination  of  the  improvements  dont  occur  or  how  the  projea  could  be  phased  to 
match  the  level  of  infrastructure  improvements; 

4    inadequate  commitments  to  water  conservation  and  assessment  of  additional  sewage 
generation; 

5.  this  "lesser  scale"  version  reflects  only  square  footage  and  height  reductions,  and  is  not  based 
on  lessening  adverse  environmental  impacts; 

6.  as  Commonwealth  tidelands.  there  is  inadequate  assessment  of  the  impacts  for  general  public 
and  water  dependent  industry  access  to  the  area.  More  consideration  of  the  impacts  from  the  precedents 
that  this  project  will  establish  for  development  in  the  area  is  needed; 

7.  the  public  benefits  analysis  needs  to  consider  attemative  open  space  designs. 

The  MEPA  regulations  require  acceptance  of  the  least  damaging  environmental  attemative.  In  the  case 
of  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  EIR,  a  full  range  of  options,  including  phased  development,  is  not  presented,  nor 
are  a  range  of  mitigation  measures  and  means  by  which  those  mitigation  measures  can  be  assurred.  Such 
information  is  necessary  for  MEPA  to  select  a  prefened  alternative. 

The  MEPA  regulations  also  require  that  ElRs  present  all  of  the  information  necessary  for  issuing  state 
permits.  The  Fan  Pier  EIR,  however,  falls  short  of  presenting  comprehensive  information  for  issuing 
permits  not  only  under  Chapter  91 ,  but  for  dredge  disposal  and  sewage  discharge.  Again,  the 
Massachusetts  Audubon  Society  requests  that  the  proponent  be  asked  to  address  these  deficiencies. 
Before  the  project  proceeds  there  must  be  precise,  written  commitments  to  environmental  impact 
mitigation  measures  and  adequate  information  for  permit  fomnulation.  The  development  should  be 
constructed  in  phases  that  are  tied  to  infrastructural  improvements,  so  that  development  impacts  win  not 
exceed  the  capacity  of  existing  sendees. 

Sincerely, 


Betsy  Johnson,  Director 
Massachusetts  Audubon:  Boston 


Raymond  L.  Flynn,  Mayor 


30  January  1987  „,,. 


t',v.-"- 


hf. 


Jaries  S.   Hoyte,   Secretary 

Ticecati\/e  Office  of  Envirooi rental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  Has5.achusetts  02202 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

Tne   Boston  Transportation  Department  has  reviewed  tl-ie  Final 
Environmental  Iirpact  Report  (EIR)  for  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4 
oevelopments .  We  appreciate  the  efforts  of  the  proponents  in 
preparing  this  docunent;  the  final  EIR  conveys  a  great  deal  of 
information  about  this  project  ais  well  as  other  anticipated 
developnsnt  in  the  Fort  Point  Channel  area. 

The  project  will  place  a  significant  strain  on  the  infrastructure  in 
the  Fort  Point  Channel  area  and  adjacent  sections  of  the  city, 
particularly  South  Boston's  residential  neighborhoods  and  the  davnto^/n 
Financial  District.  We  aire  seriously  concerned  that  tl>e  final  EIR 
does  not  fully  identify  these  environmental  inpacts.  NkDreover,  the 
report  proposes  a  number  of  mitigation  measures  that  do  not  ccnpletely 
address  these  issues. 

Our  comments,  presented  in  more  detail  below,  fall  into  the  areas  of 
modal  choice,  roadway  ijrprovements ,  parking  and  internal  site 
circulation,  water  transportation,  and  construction  impacts.  We  have 
raised  a  natiber  of  questions  about  the  final  EER  that  the  developers 
have  sought  to  clarify  during  the  review  period  through  comients  at 
public  meetings,  correspondence,  and  personal  discussions.  While  this 
additional  infonration  has  been  extremely  helpful,  it  was  not  supplied 
throu^i  the  legal  EIR  process.  Consequently,  we  have  addressed  our 
comments  to  the  inf  ornation  contained  within  the  f  inad  EIR. 

^to3al  choice 

The  proponents  anticipate  hig^i  transit  use  aiong  project  patrons.  The 
final  ETR  assumes  nearly  a  70  percent  transit  sh£Lre  for  project- 
related  work  trips.  Tnxs   would  equal  or  better  transit  use  throughout 
downtovm  Boston. 


Richard  A.  Dimino,  Commissioner,  Traffic  and  Parking 

City  01  Boston/City  Hall  Square/Boston,  MA  02201 


Ja-nes  S.  Hoyte 
30  January  1987 
Page  t*«ro 

^.^Jhile  the  proponents  plan  to  restrict  parking,  their  prooosal  for  a 
shuttle  bus  system  cannot  begin  to  comoare  to  the  transit  s-rvice  in 
areas  like  Government  Center,  South  Station,  or  the  Financial 
District.  Downtovm  Boston  is  currently  served  by  fo-or  rapid  transit 
lines,  cannuter  rail,  nurrerous  local  and  express  bus  routes,  and 
coTTTiuter  iToat^s.  The  Fort  Point  Channel  area,  in  co.-nnarison,  would 
have  a  f=^  local  f-ffiTA  bus  routes,  so:ne  prowsals  for"  suburban  C3.rTn'jter 
bus3s  and  Ixiat  service,  and  an  optiirdstic  service  plan  for  shuttle 
buses . 

Only  about  40  percent  of  Fort  Point  Oiannel  employees  currently  use 
transit.  While  ^^e  can  reasonably  expect  soTTS'^/l-iat  higher  transit 
ridership  under  future  development  conditions,  the  proponents  should 
evaluate  the  inpacts  of  a  lower  and  more  realistic  transit  share  than 
tliat  assured  in  the  final  EIR.  Our  reasons  are  su-rnarized  belo*;. 

(1)  rtodal  choice  reflects  a  number  of  factors;  aTong  them  are 
travel  tLme,  cost,  and  convenience.  Transit  transfers  add  time, 
inconvenience,  and  in  many  ccises,  another  fare.  It  is  not  clear  hew 
the  final  EIR  took  this  into  account  \<rfien  projecting  future  transit 
use  in  the  Fort  Point  Channel  area. 

(2)  The  final  EIR  assumes  headways  ranging  from  two-and-a-half  to 
five  minutes  for  -che  Govern'tent  Center  routes  and  seven  minutes  or 
less  for  routes  serving  South  Station.  It  is  extremely  difficult  to 
maintain  such  frequent  service  in  downtown  traffic.  Delays  and 
bunching  are  likely  to  result;  this  perceived  unreliability  may 
decrease  ridership. 

(3)  All  proposed  shuttle  bus  routes  depend  at  least  in  part  upon 
roads  that  have  not  yet  been  built.  These  include  the  Seaport  Access 
Road,  new  Northern  Avenue  Bridge,  relocated  Northern  Avenue,  2ind,  for 
so^  temporary  bus  routes,  the  "advance-construction  SAR  E^cit  Road." 
Tiie   proponents  should  present  and  eval'uate  bus  route  alternatives  that 
use  existing  roads  in  the  event  that  road  construction  is  delayed. 

(4)  The  final  EIR  does  not  evalute  the  inpacts  of  shuttle  buses  on 
downtown  traffic.  While  the  report  includes  bus  traffic  in  its 
evaluaticn  of  intersections  in  the  study  area,  it  fails  to  examine  the 
inpact  of  some  55  bus  trips  per  hour  at  Government  Center.  The 
proponents  should  evaluate  the  inpacts  of  the   shuttle  bus  system  at 
the  following  additionail  intersections: 

COTcress  Street/State  Street 
Cambridge  Street/Court  Street 
Camoridge  Street/Sudbury  Street 
Sudb'ur^'  Street/Congress  Street 
Szate  Street/Azlantic  Avenue. 
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(5)  Although  the  proponents  expect  the  M3TA  to  provide  shuttle  bus 
service,  the  final  EIR  makes  service  assumptions  that  differ  from  M3TA 
operating  standards.  The  proponents  call  for  curbside  fare  collection 
and  54-passenger  peak-hoar  busloads  (coToared  to  60  passengers  assuTOd 
for  M3TA  planning  purposes ) .  The  final  EIR  also  appears  to  assurre 
express  operations  bet^reen  major  transit  stops  an'l  tlie  project. 
Actual  MBTA  operating  conditions  could  lead  to  slo^rer  and  less 
comfortable  bus  s-sr-^ice  than  assuneii  in  tlie  final  EIR,  possibily 
eroding  ridersliip  potential. 

(6)  The  final  EIR  refers  only  briefly  to  tlie  curbside  require^nents 
for  these  buses.  Wliere  ^^n.ll  they  stop?  Ho«?  much  curb  space  will  be 
required?  How  nany  parking  spaces  will  the  bus  stops  displace?  v-Jhere 
will  buses  lay  over  l:«tween  runs? 

(7)  Tne   final  EIR  assunes  that  55  percent  of  new  rapid-transit 
trips  will  use  the  Blue,  Orange,  and  Green  Lines.  The' shuttle  bus 
system  does  not  provide  a  particularly  attractive  alternative  for 
them.  The  Government  Center  bus  routes  are  long  and  subject  to 
unpredictable  headways,  given  congested  downto^m  streets.  It  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  some  of  these  riders  would  consider  redcing 
rapid-transit  connections  to  South  Station  eind  picking  up  a  shuttle 
bus  there.  Tlie  proponents  should  evaluate  the  inpacts  of  such  a 
scenario  on  shuttle  bus  ridership  as  well  as  on  pedestrian  and  transit 
activity  at  likely  transfer  sites,  specifically  Park  Street, 
Washington  Street,  and  Soutli  Station. 

Roadwav  itnorovements 

— 

The  final  EIR  assumes  a  roadv^y  network  aind  package  of  mitigation 
measures  that  are  currently  in  the  planning  stages.  The  network 
includes  the  Seaport  Access  Road,  Third  Harbor  Tunnel,  Northern  Avenue 
Bridge,  relocated  Itorthem  Avenue,  and  new  connector  roads. 
Mitigation  measures  Ceill  for  a  South  Boston  Bypass  Road  emd  a  reopened 
Itorchester  Avenue.  A  namber  of  these  projects  —  including  the 
Seaport  Access  Road/Kiird  Harbor  Tunnel,  Dorchester  Avenue,  and  the 
bypass  road  —  will  require  cooperation  among  local,  state,  and 
federal  officials. 

The  scope  e>q)licitly  asked  for  "a  clear  schedule  relating  the  demands 
of  t-his  and  other  projects  to  anticipated  roadway  capacity."  Since  no 
such  schedule  appears  in  the  final  EIR,  we  believe  that  it  is  still 
incuitoent  upon,  the  proponents  to  prepare  a  realistic  phasing  plan  that 
lihKS   project  density  with  roadway  capacity,  year-b^'-year  fran 
proposed  start  to  full  b'oild-out. 
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In  acSdition  to  a  phasing  scliedule,  the  scope  directed  the  proponents 
to  "provide  considerably  more  ass-rance  of  the  feasibility,  funding, 
responsibility,  and  timing  of  these  [mitigation]  measures."  While  the 
proponents  indic.=ite  the  agency  responsible  for  inple^ntmg  each 
■nsasare,  the  final  EIR  provides  little  inf or nation  about  the  timing, 
feasibility,  and  cost  of  t-hese  .neasures. 

^t-hough  tJiis  infor-nation  did  not  appear  in  tlie  final  EIR,  city  and 
state  agenci'BS  have  S'abseqi.i^ntly  made  a\railable  infonnation  regarding 
road  iTproverrents  in  Soutli  Boston.  We  hav^e  attaciied  a  copy  of  a 
transportation  inpro\'eiTient  plan  for  the  airea,  which  i>7cis  prepared  with 
tlie  participation  aird  support  of  the  Boston  Transportation  Deparcnent, 
Executive  Office  of  Transportation  and  Construction,  Boston 
Redevelorment  Authority,  Boston  Public  Vtorks  Departnent,  and 
Massachusetts  Departivsnt  of  Public  Works.  A  number  of  details  about 
funding  sources  and  road  aligmients  are  currently  being  clarified; 
how^ever,  the  docunient  may   serve  as  a  useful  g'oide  for  reviewing  the 
future  road  netv«rork  proposed  in  the  EIR. 

Parking  and  internal  site  circulation 

Although  the  proponents  have  made  available  additional  information, 
the  final  EIR  does  not  adequately  address  the  questions  of  parlcing  and 
internal  site  circalation. 

(1)  There  are  no  east-west  streets  connecting  both  project  sites. 
All  internal  site  roads  run  perpendicular  to  Northern  Avenue  and  end 
in  plazas  or  cul-de-sacs.  Tnis  forces  all  east-west  traffic  to  use 
(■Jorthem  Avenue,  which  creates  a  number  of  complicated  intersections 
along  existLng  and  relocated  Northern  Avenues.  (Figure  IV.  1-5 
identifies  these  intersections . ) 

Of  particular  concern  is  the  rotary  showm  at  the  SAR  Exit  Road 
and  Old  I-torthem  Avenue,  heading  toward  Pier  4.  Traffic  heading 
southeast  on  Old  Northem  Avenue  can  only  turn  into  the  rotary,  and 
must  cross  two  lanes  of  traffic  to  do  so. 

(2)  The  final  EIR  indicates  possible  conflicts  between  pedestrian 
and  vehicular  circulation  around  the  Pier  4  entry  pool,  within  the 
Pittsburgh  Street  Plaza,  and  within  the  plaza  adjacent  to  the 
'Waterfront  Park. 

(3)  In  calculating  delivery  truck  voluirtes,  the  final  EIR  ass'jmes 
that  the  same  trucks  vn.ll  make  multiple  stops  at  both  projects.  Sines 
one  cannot  ass'xne  that  separate  business  enterprises  will  use  the  same 
suocliers  on  identical  sched-ules,  it  wo'old  be  more  appropriate  for  tlie 
EIr"io  calculate  the  worst-case  scenario  for  delivery  iracks.  This  is 
particularly  inportant  given  the  lack  of  s'urface  or  anaerground 
conner::ions  between  the  sizes. 
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(4)  The  final  EIR  mentions  one  surface  service  vehicle  entrance  at 
Old  Nortiiem  Avenue  ani  SAR  entrance  an.d  another  at  Northern  Avenue 
adjacent  to  the  property  line  between  tne  two  projects.  Neither 
entrance  is  clearly  identified  on  the  nap  of  ve'aicjlar  and  pedestrian 
circulation,  nor  are  the  loading  docks  identified, 

(5)  Tn3  ''inal  ZIR   does  not  specify  tha   nun]>3r  of  parr.ing  spaces 
allocated  for  tiie  residential  units  and  hotels. 

(6)  Tlie  final  EIR  does  not  sho^v  the  layout  for  tlie  underground 
garages,  including  veliicular  entrances,  ra-rps,  pedestricin  entrances  to 
buildings,  and  loading  areaus. 


Water  transoortation 

Water  transportation  should  play  a  najor  role  in  any  project  on  this 
site.  The  scope  called  for  "further  serious  consideration  of  and 
private  ccmnitment  to  water-based  trauisportation."  The  proponents 
were  charged  with  studying  commuter  boat  access,  access  to  and  from 
Logan  Airport,  and  movemsnt  among  irajor  destinations  in  the  Inner 
Harbor.  Most  important,  the  final  SIR  was  to  include  a  water 
transportation  feasibility  study  and  additional  analyses  as 
appropriate. 

This  study,  while  not  incorporated  in  the  EIR,  will  apparently  be 
available  for  the  Chapter  91  licensing  process.  Unfortunately,  its 
abse-nce  from  the  final  EIR  makes  it  inpossible  for  us  to  evaluate  this 
aspect  of  the  project  fully. 

The  final  EIR  provides  miniiBl  inforrration  aibout  the  feasibility  of 
water  transportation  on  the  site,  particularly  as  a  traffic  mitigation 
rr^as'are.  ^■ie   recognize  the  importance  of  calculating  a  "worst-case" 
traffic  scenario  that  does  not  cansider  vrater  transportation  as  a 
major  mode  of  access.  But  this  req-oirements  does  not  obviate  the  need 
to  evaluate  fully  this  node  of  transportation. 

The  propcnents  have  identified  a  landing  for  a  Logan  water  shuttle. 
Vte  support  all  efforts  to  provide  water  transportation  access  ,to  the 
airpoart,  and  we  urge  the  proponents  to  coordinate  their  efforts  with 
I>1assport  and  the  operators  of  the  water  transportation  facility  at 
Rcv?es  Wharf. 

Finally,  we  support  the  propone.nt's  commitment  to  pra^ading  on-demand 
warer  taxi  service  throughout  the  inner  harbor.  Such  a  service  can 
certainly  irorove  the  public  perception  of  the  feasibility  of  v;a^er 
trsLispDrtazion.  But  the  travel  patterns  and  volumes  of  potential  taxi 
oassenaers  differ  substantially  from  those  of  commuters.  A  water  taxi 
Tay  help  market  the  project,  brut  it  does  not  have  the  major  public 
benefits  tnat  a  healtny  ccrruze:   'ooat  <.  ^j^^rsizxcn  >-ro'uld  crir.c. 
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Construction  LTnacts 


As  mentioned  earlier,  the  proponents  need  to  prepare  a  phasing  plan 
for  tiie  project  that  connects  pro:)ect  ta'oild-out  with  roadway 
capacity.   ^  construction  nanage-nent  plan,  needless  to  say,' should 
reflect  this  phasing.  For  tins  raason  an  incre-T>ental  b'oild-out  .rakes 
:rore  sense  tinat.  tlie  propos'2i  continuous  buili-out  process. 

Mor'-iover,  the  final  EIR  indicates  that  "roadv/ay  installation  and 
landscaping  vn.ll  be  undertaken  im-nediately  £olio^n.ng  the  caopletion  of 
adjacent  buildings  to  allow  access  and  use."  Road'/<ay  construction 
should  precede  building  construction  as  rruch  as  possible;  a  finished 
road  will  irrprove  access  for  construction  workers  and  equipment. 

Finally,  trucl:  traffic  continues  to  be  a  major  probleii  in  South 
Boston.  The   proponents  should  plan  to  use  barges  as  much  as  possible, 
particularly  to  remove  excavate  from  the  site.  As  the  final  EIR 
indicated,  the  City  is  currently  reviewing  truck  routes  in  South 
Boston  and  vd.ll  be  iraking  recormiendations  shortly.  The  proponents 
have  indicated  their  vn.llingness  to  vrork  closely  with  this  department 
to  ensure  that  all  truck  traffic  associated  with  the  project  follows 
designated  truck  routes,  and  we  appreciate  their  intentions  in  this 
regard. 

Conclusions 

While  development  potenticil  clearly  exists  for  the  South  Boston 
waterfront,  it  is  inperative  that  adequate  infrastructure  be  in  place 
to  support  proposed  levels  of  develotsnent.  Planning  for  a  namber  of 
key  roadvray  inprovenents  has  already  begun;  project  phasing  .must  be 
closely  coordinated  with  the  construction  timetable  of  these 
transportation  iitprovements . 

ThanJc  you  for  this  of^rtunity  to  comirent. 


Richard  A.  Dioino- 
Ccotnissioner 
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BRIDGE  REPAIR  PROGRAM 


Efesign    Constxuction 
Coroletion  Ccmletion 


Congress  Street  March  1939  ^tirch  1990 

Su;m>er  Street: 

Channel  March  1989  March  1990 

A  Street  ^ril  1989  Nov.  1939 

B  Street  Jan.  1989  July  1990 

C  Street  Jan.  1989  Nov.  1989 


Broadway  Bridae 

Re.iabilitation      I-laxch  1987   Sept.  1987 

W.  4th  Street  Bridge  (Construction  Initiated  Upon  Corrpletion  of 

Broadway  Bridge  Rehab. ) 


Broadvray  Bridge 
Construction 


(Construction  Initiated  Upon  Corpletion  of  '.vest 
4th  Street  Bridge) 
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The  Secretar\' 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  E.WIRON'MEN'TAL  AFFAIRS 

Leverett  Saltonstall  Bldg 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA   02202 

Attn:   MEPA  Unit 

RE:   Final  Environmental  Impact  Report 

Fan  Pier  Development/Pier  A  Development 

Dear  Mr.  Hoyte: 

The  Boston  Tea  Party  Ship  &  Museum  currently  attracts  150,000  people 
annually  to  the  South  Boston/Fort  Point  Channel  area.   In  1995  180,000 
\'isitors  are  expected;  225,000  in  2010.   Our  most  typical  \-isitors  are 
adult  tourists  and  our  visitor  profile  is  composed  of  21%  children  age 
5-1^  and  79%  adults.   36%  of  our  visitors  arrive  at  the  site  by 
motorcoach.   30%  of  our  visitors  who  do  not  arrive  on  motorcoach  travel 
to  our  site  by  car  with  47%  of  those  travelling  by  car  parking  in  area 
parking  lots,  namely  those  on  the  Fan  Pier  site  and  on  Sleeper  Street. 
2A%  of  our  visitors  who  do  not  travel  by  motorcoach  arrive  to  our  site 
on  foot,  31%  of  whom  walked  HarborWalk's  blue  line. 

We  have  re\'iewed  the  above  referenced  Environmental  Impact  Report  and 
wish  to  make  comments  concerning  the  proposed  development.   Our  review 
has  been  in  respect  to  potential  impacts  that  will  affect  our  site  and 
its  visitors. 

Pedest r i a n  Access 


The  EIR  does  not  provide  enough  information  on  lighting  and  safety  of 
the  walkways  and  public  access  areas  in  the  development,  nor  does  it 
detail  pedestrian  access  to  other  areas  of  the  city.   A  safe  pedestrian 
link  to  these  other  areas,  namely  Museum  Wharf  and  downtown,  should  be 
considered.   The  Fan  Pier  site  should  not  be  considered  independent  of 
other  areas  of  the  Fort  Point  Channel,  and  it  should  be  the  proponents' 
concern  that  the  development  does  not  become  a  self-contained  "city,"  so 
that  guests  and  visitors  to  and  from  the  Fan  Pier  area  should  be  assured 
safe,  clean  and  easily  accessible  walkways,  especially  over  the  /."orthern 
Avenue  Bridge  and  to  public  transportation  facilities. 


i    .„ 


a'lsandiu-iEriaiiiii 


/  V^-wJ.     V::^^*f   Var-i^L     LVr*.  L     L^t-tL    L     L%^1     LLU.C 

80BO»'LST0NSTBErr         lOTHFLOOn         BOSTON  MA 02116        617-727  3666 


2  February  1987 


f^  c  C  E  [  v  E  0 


Mr.  James  Hoyte,  Secretary 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  '■T.r  0  2 '\^^~ 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street  OFP.'CE  Or  TH' iF'r'H/ n- 

Boston,  MA  02202  Or  3:^11^^^^^ 

RE:  Final  EIR  EOEA  #A426/458^ 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyt: 

I  am  writing  to  you  to  enthusiastically  endorse  the  Fan  Pier  and 
Pier  4  proposals  set  forth  in  the  recently  filed  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report. 

Having  spent  the  past  ten  years  working  with  the  Massachusetts  Council 
on  the  Arts  and  Humanities  to  consistently  extend  the  cultural  offerings 
of  the  Commonwealth,  I  am  most  particularly  impressed  by  the  prospect 
of  a  waterfront  site  for  a  major  cultural  facility  which  will  include 
a  new  home  for  the  Institute  of  Contemporary  Art.  This  would  be  the 
first  major  institution  of  its  kind  built  in  Boston  in  70  years.  Mas- 
sachusetts is  currently  enjoying  a  kind  of  cultural  Renaissance.  Recent 
surveys  have  indicated  that  many  young  graduates  of  the  area's  many 
colleges  and  universities  chose  to  remain  in  the  Commonwealth  because  of 
the  cultural  offerings.  People  choose  to  live  in  Massachusetts,  even 
when  offered  higher  salaries  elsewhere,  due  to  the  cultural  programs 
and  amenities  offered  to  the  citizens  of  this  Commonwealth.  The  devel- 
opment of  the  Fan  Pier  area  could  only  add  to  these  statistics  by  offer- 
ing a  home  to  the  internationally  recognized  Institute  for  Contemporary 
Art  and  further  developing  Boston  as  a  cultural  center. 

Sincerely, 

^  RECEIVED 

Executive  Di>ettor  f-'bo     v.-./ 
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James  S.  Hoy te ,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA   02202 

RE:  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report 
Fan  Pier/Pier  4  (EOEA  #4426/4584) 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

I  am  writing  on  behalf  of  the  Executive  Office  of  Communities 
and  Development  (EOCD)  to  comment  on  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report  for  the  proposed  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  development  in 
Boston. 

It  is  this  agency's  view  that  the  development  of  housing  on 
tidelands  only  fulfills  a  proper  public  purpose,  consistent  wirh 
the  Public  Trust  Doctrine  and  Chapter  91  of  the  General  Laws,  when 
it  includes  a  significant  proportion  of  affordable  housing  units. 
This  general  concern  was  raised  in  EOCD's  comments  on  the  Draft 
EIR  in  January  1986.   It  was  supported  in  your  certification  of 
the  Draft  EIR  on  January  30,  1986  in  which  you  said  EOCD  "raises 
the  important  question  of  occupancy  by  a  spectrum  of  the  public  ss 
a  [public  purpose]  criterion.  The  Final  EIR  should  speak  to  this 
point  clearly  and  consider  a  broader  range  of  income  levels  for 
residents . " 

The  developers  have  responded  in  a  positive  way  to  this 
concern  by  addressing  the  issue  of  affordable  housing  in  the  Final 
EIR.   Yet  few  details  were  provided  concerning  the  housing  ro  be 
developed  at  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  except  for  a  single  reference  to 
"approximately  100  units  of  subsidized,  affordable  housing  for  tne 
elderly"  contingent  upon  future  negotiations  with  cizy  and  sta-e 
governmenrs.   For  the  reasons  outlined  below,  the  Final  EIR  does 
not  provide  a  sufficient  basis  for  the  Commonwealth  to  determine 
that* the  housing  elements  of  the  project  fulfill  the  "proper 
public  purpose"  requirements  of  Chapter  91. 
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In  subsequent  discussions  with  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  (BRA)  and  various  state  officials  (which  are  not 
reflected  in  the  Final  EIR)  the  developers  have  proposed  a 
combination  of  approximately  100  affordable  rental  units  at  Fan 
Pier  and  150  affordable  units  for  first-time  home  buyers  (to  be 
developed  in  the  proximate  project  area).   These  proposed 
affordable  housing  units  would  represent  approximately  20  percer.t 
of  the  total  new  units  within  the  project  area.   (A  precise 
percentage  of  affordable  housing  units  is  difficult  to  determine 
from  the  Final  EIR  since  the  proposed  residential  development  at 
Pier  4  is  described  in  square  footage  and  not  in  specific  numbers 
of  units . ) 

EOCD  is  prepared  to  recommend  that  the  housing  component  of 
Fan  Pier/Pier  4  fulfills  a  proper  public  purpose  if  a  commitment 
is  made  to  implement  the  above  proposal  or  to  achieve  a  comparable 
percentage  of  affordable  housing  units.   These  affordable  housing 
units  would  have  to  be  developed  and  marketed  as  follows: 

•  Affordable  rental  units  would  be  available  within  Fair 
Market  Rents  for  the  state  Chapter  707  and/or  federal 
Section  8  Rental  Assistance  Programs. 

•  Affordable  homeownership  units  would  be  sold  to  qualified 
first-time  buyers  consistent  with  the  Homeownership 
Opportunity  Program.   Units  would  be  provided  at  prices 
and  mortgage  rates  that  make  them  affordable  to  a  mix  of 
households  below  80  percent  and  households  between  80  and 
120  percent  of  median  income. 

Both  rental  and  ownership  units  would  be  subject  to  use 
restrictions  designed  to  keep  these  housing  units  affordable  to 
income-qualified  households  over  time. 

Additional  housing  commitments  from  the  developers  must  be  on 
the  public  record  before  EOCD  can  recommend  that  the  project,  as  a 
whole,  fulfills  a  proper  public  purpose  consistent  with  Chapter 
91.   This  supplemental  information  should  address:  (1)  a  precise 
number  of  affordable  housing  units;  (2)  the  physical  distribution 
cf  housing  \inits,  by  type,  within  the  proposed  development;  (2) 
the  use  of  design  and  site-planning  to  prevent  the  physical 
isolation  of  affordable  housing  units  from  market  units;  (4)  the 
range  of  unit  sizes  (in  square  feet)  and  bedrooms  per  unit;  (5) 
whether  these  units  would  be  for  rental  or  ownership;  (6)  proposed 
rents  and/or  purchase  prices  for  these  affordable  units;  (7)  the 
income  range  of  households  that  would  qualify  to  rent  and/or 
purchase  these  units;  (8)  the  source,  if  any,  of  public  subsidy 
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for  these  units  and  the  status  of  necessary  funding  commitments; 
(9)  the  proposed  ownership  and  management  process  for  any  rental 
units;  (10)  the  proposed  process  for  selecting  tenants  and/or 
purchasers  for  the  affordable  housing  units;  and,  (11)  the  nature 
of  long-term  use  restrictions  that  would  keep  these  housing  units 
affordable  to  low  or  moderate  income  households  over  time. 

Finally,  the  developers  should  be  aware  that  the  provision  cf 
affordable  housing  units  at  Fan  Pier  exclusively  for  the  elderly, 
which  was  proposed  as  the  only  affordable  housing  component  m  the 
Final  EIR,  does  not  meet  state  policy  objectives.   The  most 
significant  unmet  housing  need  in  Boston  and  in  the  Commonwealth 
is  the  provision  of  housing  for  low  and  moderate-income  families. 
This  need  has  been  documented  by  EOCD,  is  reflected  in 
longstanding  state  housing  policies,  and  has  been  cited  repeatedly 
in  findings  by  the  Legislature.   Only  a  plan  with  a  significant 
component  of  affordable  housing  for  families  is  responsive  to 
local  and  regional  housing  needs  and  would  therefore  fulfill  a 
proper  public  purpose. 

EOCD's  position,  simply  stated,  is  that  the  developers  and 
BRA  must  present  a  complete,  workable  plan  for  the  design, 
financing,  development,  marketing  and  management  of  affordable 
housing  units  within  the  proximate  project  area  before  a  positive 
recommendation  can  be  made  with  respect  to  Chapter  91. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these  comments.   Please 
contact  me  or  Clark  Ziegler  of  my  staff  at  727-7765  if  you  have 
any  additional  questions. 
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January  30,  1987 

The  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Leverett  Saltonstall  Building 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA   02202 

Attn:  MEPA  Unit 

RE:  Fan  Pier/Pier  Four  Environmental  Impact  Report 


Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

The  Computer  Museum  has  received  the  final  Environmental  Impact  Report 
prepared  by  the  developers  of  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  Four  project.   We  wish  to 
make  several  comments. 

We  believe  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  Four  projects  offer  an  exciting  development 
proposal  for  the  city.   We  are  enthusiastic  about  the  variety  and  quality  of 
architecture  and  feel  the  waterfront  plans,  island  and  canals  create  a  major 
urban  amenity.   We  strongly  support  the  development. 

We  believe  this  developement  should  proceed  in  conjunction  with  comittments 
from  the  State  and  the  City  of  Boston  to  undertake  a  more  comprehensive 
planning  view  for  the  area,  including  the  Fort  Point  Channel  waterway  itself, 
The  efforts  to  solve  problems  of  envirnomental  use  and  benefit, 
transportation,  traffic,  parking  and  particularly  pedestrian  access  and 
safety  should  be  occurring  within  the  context  of  an  urban  plan  that  includes 
all  of  the  Fort  Point  Channel  area  and  its  connections  with  the  rest  of 
Boston . 
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While  this  point  may  be  dramatically  obvious  in  relation  to  overall 
transportation  and  traffic  planning,  this  is  one  of  the  last  opportunities  to 
develop  recreational  and  aesthetic  concepts  for  the  Channel  as  a  unique 
protected  harbor  inlet  which  penetrates  the  city.   With  proper  planning,  the 
Channel  could  become  a  great  public  amenity. 

Three  museums  presently  function  actively  along  this  waterway:  The  Computer 
Museum,  The  Children's  Museum  and  The  Boston  Tea  Party  Ship  and  Museum. 
Together  these  institutions  attract  over  one  million  visitors  per  year.   The 
Aquarium  is  nearby  and  the  developers  are  proposing  to  relocate  the  Institute 
of  Contemporary  Art  to  Fan  Pier.   With  thoughtfully  developed  walkways  along 
the  water  between  these  points,  there  would  be  the  beginning  for  a  cultural 
strand  in  the  tradition  of  Olmsteads's  Emerald  Necklace. 

In  commenting  on  the  FEIR,  The  Computer  Museum  would  like  to  be  understood  as 
advocating  on  behalf  of  Museum  visitors  and  addressing  issues  which  affect 
the  successful  operation  of  our  Museum  or  impact  our  visitors. 

The  Computer  Museum  opened  on  Museum  Wharf  in  1984.   It  is  the  worlds  only 
institution  dedicated  to  preserving  and  presenting  the  history  of  computers 
to  a  wide  public.   Approximately  605o  of  the  Museum's  operating  budget  is 
currently  derived  from  admission  or  admission-related  income.   The  balance  is 
provided  by  individual  and  corporate  support  from  the  computer  industry, 
which  has  contributed  so  much  to  the  vitality  and  economic  strength  of 
Massachusetts.   We  are  obviously  concerned  that  interruption  to  any  part  of 
this  support  would  Jeapordize  the  Museum's  operation. 


The  Museum  presently  welcomes  85,000  visitors  each  year,  and  admissions  are 
projected  to  climb  dramatically,  to  200,000  by  the  year  2000,  as  the  Museum 
follows  its  planned  expansion  of  exhibits  and  educational  programs.   The 
Museum  is  open  10AM  to  6PM  daily  during  the  summer,  six  days  per  week  the 
rest  of  the  year,  and  until  9  PM  every  Friday.   Children  comprise  iib%    our  of 
our  visitors.   If  construction,  traffic,  lack  of  parking,  or  perceived  safety 
reduces  our  attendance  we  will  experience  great  hardship. 
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Alone,  the  low  fixed-span  of  the  new  Northern  Avenue  Bridge  will  result  in 
significant  revenue  losses  to  both  museums  by  preventing  the  annual  boat  show 
isnd  other  activities  and  limiting  water  access  to  our  site. 

The  Children's  Museum,  our  immediate  neighbor,  presently  attracts  500,000 
visitors  per  year  and  is  embarking  on  an  aggressive  plan  for  growth.   The 
Boston  Tea  Party  Ship  and  Museum  attracts  another  400,000  visitors  per  year 
and  also  plans  to  increase  its  audience.   The  relocated  ICA  will  draw 
hundreds  of  thousands  more.   All  these  people,  in  addition  to  commuters, 
local  business  people  and  residents,  and  thousands  of  tourists  will  travel  by 
foot  through  the  area  from  either  public  transportation  points  or  from 
available  parking.   BOS  of  our  visitors  now  come  by  car  and  20S  by  public 
transportation.    School  and  special  groups  arrive  at  the  Museum  by  bus.   The 
Computer  Museum  welcomes  five  to  ten  buses  per  day.   Combining  both  museums, 
thirty  to  forty  buses  visit  Museum  Wharf  each  day  and  hundreds  more  visit  the 
Boston  Tea  Party  Ship  and  Museum  each  year. 


ISSUES 


1.  PEDESTRIAN  FLOW,  URBAN  DESIGN  AND  PUBLIC  AMENITIES 


We  do  not  believe  pedestrian  traffic  hads  been  adequatly  considered  by  the 
City  in  their  planning,  or  by  the  State  in  their  bridge  and  transportation 
plans . 

a.  Channel  Development 

We  believe  the  City  and  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  should 
designate  Fort  Point  Channel  part  of  the  harborpark  cdncept,  including 
waterfront  perks  and  harnbor  walkways.   Proposals  should  be  developed 
to  create  a  safe  attaractive  walk  for  pedestrians  up  both  sides  of  the 
channel  which  will  link  general  pedestrain  traffic  flow  from  South 
Station  to  the  proposed  Fan  Pier  Development  in  ways  that  take  full 
advantage  of  the  potential  of  the  channel  and  of  recreational  amenities 
that  could  be  developed  along  it. 


Page  4 


Park 


We  are  in  agreement  with  Citizens  Advisory  Committe  Point  £8  regarding 
Urban  Design  and  Public  Amenities,  and  we  also  recommend  the  parcel  of 
land  adjacent  to  the  Channel  betrween  old  and  new  Northern  Avenues  be 
designated  a  park  site  to  provide  a  generous  open  space  "gateway"  to 
the  ICA  cultural  facility  and  the  entire  Fort  Point  Channel  area  from 
the  new  Northern  Avenue  downtown  approach  to  the  site.   This 
recommendation  is  made  with  the  belief  that  the  site  does  not  well 
serve  the  purpose  of  affordable  housing  and  that  more  satisfactory 
sites  for  such  housing  should  be  found. 

c .  Northern  Avenue  Bridge  Underpass 

We  are  extremely  concerned  that  FEIR  plans  do  not  adequatly  account  for 
pedestrian  safety  across  the  new  Northern  Avenue.   The  bridge  should 
allow  for  safe  crossing  by  mothers  with  strollers,  young  people  or  the 
handicapped. 

A  safe  and  attractive  underpass  is  critical  to  successful  pedestrian 
flows  between  the  new  developements ,  the  three  museums  on  the  Channel, 
South  station  and  businesses  in  the  Fort  Point  Channel  Area. 
Sufficient  funds  should  be  allocated  to  assure  that  it  be  a  first  class 
public  amenity  and  a  safe  attraction  over  a  long  period. 


We  would  like  to  work  with  the  developers,  the  Department  of  Public 
Works,  and  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  to  achieve  a  successful 
design  that  is  an  asset  to  the  area. 
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2.  SAFETY  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

a.  Traffic  Lights 

Pedestrian  safety  cannot  be  guaranteed  under  existing  conditions  and  we 
forsee  conditions  deteriorating  during  construction.   Traffic  lights 
should  be  installed  immediately  at  the  corners  of  Dorchester  Avenue  and 
Congress  Street  and  Sleeper  Street  and  Congress  Street.   Further  study 
will  indicate  whether  these  should  be  traffic  or  pedestrian  activated. 

In  addition  to  the  lights  proposed  in  the  FEIR  for  the  new  Northern 
Avenue  and  Sleeper  Street  intersection,  The  Computer  Museum  and  the 
Children's  Museum  request  emergency  traffic  lights  be  installed  on 
Sleeper  Street  at  the  the  northern  end  of  the  Museum  Wharf  building  and 
at  Congress  Street  that  can  be  activated  during  fire  emergecies.   These 
are  required  because  of  the  need  to  be  able  to  at  any  time  safely 
evacuate  hundreds  of  children  and  adults  onto  a  narrow,  heavily 
traveled  street. 

Pending  installation  of  aforementioned  lights,  we  require  a  traffic 
guard  or  policeman  at  Congress  and  Sleeper  Street  and  Northern  Avenue 
and  Sleeper  Street  during  all  construction  work. 

b .  Northern  Avenue  Bridge  Underpass 

We  believe  that  the  State  Department  of  Public  Works  must  plan  and 
build  a  safe  and  attractive  underpass  beneath  the  new  Northern  Avenue 
bridge  which  is  distinctive  public  amenity  that  safely  encourages  the 
flow  of  pedestrian  traffic  between  the  proposed  developments  and  the 
museums  south  of  the  bridge.   It  must  be  safe,  clean  and  well  licnted. 
The  design  should  not  create  a  forbidding,  dangerous  tunnel  whicn  would 
jespcrdize  the  safety  of  children  and  their  parents  or  discourage 
anyone  from  using  the  underpass  frequently. 
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c .  New  Northern  Avenue  Bridge 


The  bridge  design  does  not  adequately  resolve  safety  or  connection 
issues  for  pedestrians.   A  low  curb  edging,  similar  to  that  on  the  old 
Northern  Avenue  Bridge,  would  inhibit  children  from  stepping  off  the 
sidewalk  into  the  traffic.   A  pedestriuan  activated  crossing  light  on 
the  sidewalks  and  on  the  median  strip  is  needed. 

Well  designed  stairs  and  navigable  ramps  off  the  bridge  to  the  Channel 
walkway  between  the  museums  and  Fan  Pier  developments  and  on  western 
end  of  the  Northern  Avenue  Bridge  are  essential. 

3.  TRANSPORTATION 

The  Computer  Museum,  along  with  the  Children's  Museum,  has  attended  the 
many  meetings  and  hearing  conducted  by  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  A  Civic  Advisory 
Committee.    We  admire  the  work  accomplished  by  this  group  through  the 
active  cooperation  of  the  developers.   We  support  most  of  the  positions 
presented  in  their  comment  letter  and  in  particular  the  concept  of  broader 
contextual  planning  by  the  State  Department  of  Transportation  and  the  City 
of  Boston. 

a .  Parking 


We  do  not  agree  that  severely  restricting  available  parking  on  adjacent 
properties  will  achieve  the  objectives  of  commercial  and  urban  vitality 
necessary  for  the  future  of  the  area  and  in  particular  for  the  museums. 
We  believe  that  a  majority  of  our  visitors  cannot  conveniently  attend 
the  Museum  without  driving  and  that  adequate  parking  facilities  must  be 
planned  for  the  area.  Pricing  schemes  should  favor  mid-day  and  weekend 
use  and  similar  strategies  should  be  utilized  to  limit  commuter  parking 
and  mitigate  air  pollution  levels. 
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Shuttle  Buses 


The  buses  proposed  by  the  developers  as  a  mitigating  measure  for  the 
Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  developements  are  not  planned  to  serve  other 
commuters  or  residents  in  the  Fort  Point  Channel  area.   We  believe 
major  transportation  service,  especially  in  lieu  of  sufficient  low  cost 
parking,  should  be  a  public  responsibility. 

We  request  that  a  Museum  stop  be  included  in  all  proposed  bus  loops 
connecting  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  and  the  Fort  Point  Channel  area  to  South 
Station,  the  Aquarium,  Government  Center  and  downtown  Boston. 

We  request  that  a  convenient  Museum  Wharf  stop  be  incorporated  into  any 
proposed  "people  mover"  transit  scheme.   We  further  request  that  any 
planned  extensions  or  spurs  to  existing  underground  transit  systems 
include  a  Museum  Wharf  stop. 

We  strongly  support  the  position  of  the  CAC  in  item  K,  holding  the 
development  to  the  level  of  mitigation  commited  to  in  the  FEIR. 

c .  Bus  Parking 


Approximately  15  school  buses  come  to  The  Computer  Museum  per  week, 
primarily  between  the  hours  of  10AM  and  1PM.   Twenty  buses  per  weekday 
come  to  the  Children's  Museum.   The  Boston  Tea  Party  Ship  and  Museum 
serves  a  large  tourist  audience  who  come  in  tour  buses,  as  well  as 
school  children  who  come  by  bus.   All  these  buses,  plus  those  that  come 
to  the.New  England  Aquarium  and  other  downtown  attractions  presently 
wait  on  Northern  Avenue  while  the  children  are  visiting  the  museums. 
An  alternative  holding/waiting  area  must  be  found  nearby  for  school  and 
tour  buses . 
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8 .  Utilities 

The  Computer  Museum  is  a  public  facility  with  a  large  obligation  for 
public  welfare,  safety  and  reliable  service.   We  request  proper 
mitigation  measures  be  taken  to  absolutely  minimize  interruptions  of 
any  utility  service,  especially  during  open  hours.   The  highest 
priority  must  be  given  to  the  quick  restoration  of  service  in  the  case 
of  accidents. 

RELATED  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERNS 

Because  of  the  proximity  of  The  Computer  Museum  to  the  new  Northern  Avenue 
Bridge,  we  are  concerned  about  interference  with  working  conditions,  the 
stable  functioning  of  sensitive  computer  and  security  systems  and  visitor 
safety . 

a .  Noise 

We  request  that  the  State  Department  of  Public  Works  take  every  measure 
to  mitigate  noise  and  vibration  during  construction  of  roads  and  the 
new  Northern  Avenue  Bridge. 

Trucks  hauling  materials  to  the  bridge  or  development  sites  should  not 

be  permitted  to  use  Sleeper  Street  and,  to  the  extent  possible,  should 

not  be  routed  onto  Congress  Street.   Noise  and  safety  are  concerns,  as 

is  the  potential  for  damage  to  sensitive  museum  collections  caused  by 
building  vibration. 


Construction  should  be  phased  with  transportation  access  plans  and 
there  should  be  a  detailed  coordination  of  truck  routes  and  timings  to 
avoid  excessive  environmental  and  construction  impacts. 


b.  Rodent  Control 
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Bridge  construction  and  other  channel  and  development  work  is  predicted 
to  increase  the  disturbance  and  visible  presence  of  rodents  in  the 
neighborhood.   In  consideration  of  our  visitors  and  the  presence  of  two 
on-site  restaurants  with  dumpster  service  (McDonalds  and  Water's  Edge), 
we  request  vigorous  eradication  and  treatment  of  rodent  and  pesL 
problems  attendant  with  development  and  construction. 


CONCLUSION 

The  Computer  Museum  believes  the  development  of  Fort  Point  Channel,  Fan 
Pier/Pier  4,  and  intervening  parcels,  if  planned  in  the  context  of  an  overall 
long  range  urban  plan  which  conserves  the  value  of  the  waterfront  and  channel 
and  enhances  the  pedestrian  experience,  will  contribute  positively  to  the 
City  of  Boston.   We  feel  that  the  developers  are  sensitive  to  the  concerns 
raised  in  this  review  process  and  have  been  cooperative  and  willing  to  help 
address  them. 

We  hope  that  our  comments  contribute  to  the  public  benefit  of  this 
development . 


Sincerely  yours , 


Mark  C.  Hunt 
Marketing  Director 
The  Computer  Museum 
300  Congress  Street 
Boston,  MA   02210 


// 


I  k>  wen  Bell 

Founding  President 
The  Computer  Museum 
300  Congress  Street 
Boston,  MA   02210 


City  of  Boston 

The  Environment 

DcDartmcnt 


February  2,  1987 


James  Hoyte,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  02202 

ATTK:   MEPA  UNIT 
RE:   EOEA  #4426/4584 


Li.vi-i.  '-r' ":■■■■'•■■:■:  OF 


iiii^mn  Mi^^.i^llu«rI■•llJ:Mi       Dear  Secretary  Hoyte; 

(l)"~Ji•^^l'.•  or  '2-  >K=.u 


The  Harborpark  Advisory  Committee  (HPAC)  has  reviewed  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  proposed  Fan  Pier/Pier  4 
development  on  Boston  Harbor  and  is  pleased  to  offer  the  following 
comments. 

HPAC  would  like  to  thank  Chairman  Dwyer  and  the  entire  Fan  Pier 
Citizen  Advisory  Committee  (FPCAC)  and  staff  for  their  cooperation 
throughout  this  review.  The  individual  commitments  of  time  and  effort 
by  the  committee  members  have  resulted  in  a  complete  and  thorough 
review  process,  the  results  of  which  will  go  far  to  insure  that  the 
concerns  of  the  City  and  the  South  Boston  community  will  be  fully 
addressed. 

HPAC  would  also  like  to  thank  the  proponents  and  their  consultants  for 
their  participation  in  this  process  in  preparing  and  presenting  the 
multitude  of  ini'ormation  necessary  to  undertake  this  review. 

To  begin,  we  believe  that  Secretary  Hoyte  ably  defined  the  scope  for 
further  study.  The  proponent  is  to  be  commended  for  producing  such  a 
comprehensive  report.  Nevertheless,  we  found  the  FEIR  to  be  lacking 
in  some  areas  and  feel  that  additional  information  vill  be  neccessary 
to  complete  our  review  of  appropriate  mitigative  measures  and  to 
fulfill  the  requirements  and  intentions  of  the  Secretary's  Scope. 

It  has  become  apparent  that  the  Harborpark  Advisory  Committee  and  the 
FPCAC  share  many  of  the  same  sentiments  regarding  this  project.  Our 
respective  concerns  have  been  in  the  areas  of  traffic  and  construction 
mitigation,  urban  design,  infrastructure,  public  amenities  and  open 
space.  Since  many  of  our  feelings  have  been  expressed  in  great  dete-.l 
by  the  FPCAC,  HPAC  has  chosen  to  organize  its  comments  in  a  series  of 
brief  statements  illustrating  where  we  have  determined  the  FEIR  to  be 
deficient  or  where  we  have  additional  recoiamendations  for  the  prciect. 

Consistent  with  the  legal  parameters  of  the  KEPA  review,  all  cozme^ts 
contained  herein  will  be  restricted  to  information  supplied  ir.  tze 
FEIB.  Supplemental  data  was  provided  curing  the  review  period  v:_:cr. 
rroved  extremely  useful  in  clarifying  sections  of  the  FEIR  wiic-  were 
unclear.  However,  since  some  of  this  data  is  not  part  of  the  FII?  i: 
is  the  intent  of  the  Committee  to  keep  its  remarks  within  the  ccr.f-.ies 
of  the  information  found  in  the.  final  document. 


Air  PoUuuon  Control   Bosioti  An,  htck  B«v  Afchiuetunl  Beacon  Hill  Artiuuauril  Boooei  UndaurkJ  ind  the  Conirrviuor  Commujions 


Secretary  Hoyte 
EOEA  i»4^26 7^584 
p.  2 

TRAJFIC  and  TRANSPORTATION 

1.  The  Secretary's  scope  explicitly  asks  for  "a  clear  schedule  relating  the 
demands  of  this  and  other  projects  to  anticipated  roadway  capacity." 
Since  no  such  schedule  appears  in  the  FEIR,  we  believe  that  it  is  still 
incumbent  upon  the  proponents  to  provide  such  a  schedule.  This  should 
include  references  to  roadway  projects,  capacity  over  time,  responsible 
agencies,  cost  commitments  and  funding  sources.  Our  intent  is  to 
determine  whether  these  roadway  improvements  produce  adequate  capacity 
over  time  to  allow  for  the  proposed  full  build  scenario  on  this  and 
surrounding  developments  in  the  Fort  Point  Channel  area 

2.  Development  must  be  realistically  phased  and  direct  coordination  must  be 
established  between  private  construction  scnedules  and  completion  of  key 
roadway  improvements  and  mitigations.  The  FEIR  assumes  that  a  complete 
roadway  network  will  be  in  place  including:  Seaport  Access  road.  Third 
Harbor  Tunnel,  Northern  Avenue  Bridge  construction  and  relocation.  South 
Bos-on  bridges  and  Bypass  road,  and  reopening  of  Dorchester  Avenue.  The 
funding,  timing  and  potential  likelihood  of  this  network  is  not  clearly 
stated  in  the  FEIR  and  we  believe  that  approval  of  this  project  should  be 
conditional  to  a  phasing  plan  which  links  project  density  and  construction 
to  roadway  capacity. 

3.  Truck  traffic  is  already  a  problem  for  the  South  Boston  Community;  this 
project  has  the  potential  to  make  it  worse.  The  proponents  must  take 
steps  to  insure  against  the  following  adverse  impacts: 

'  The  project  must  not  impede  access  to  the  Seaport  Industrial  area. 

*  Truck  traffic  must  not  adversely  affect  the  South  Boston  residential 
cosmunity. 

*  The  impacts  of  construction-related  traffic,  both  trucks  and  workers, 
must  be  fully  mitigated. 

4.  Based  on  information  provided,  HPAC  is  not  convinced  that  the  proposed 
exclusive  shuttle  bus  service  is  a  workable  solution  to  transit  needs. 
The  FEIR  has  not  made  clear  who  will  assume  responsibility  for  operating 
and  funding  the  system.  Therefore,  HPAC  feels  that  the  transit  mode  split 
projections  for  the  area  as  contained  in  the  FEIH  are  unrealistic. 

5.  Serious  consideration  oust  be  given  to  the  eventual  displacement  of  the 
more  than  4000  conanuter  vehicles  which  currently  perk  at  the  Northern 
Avenue  lots  daily.  Contrary  to  the  assumptions  of  the  FEIR,  it  is 
difficult  to  believe  that  all  of  these  commuters  will  opt  for  public 
transit.  This  displacement  will  exacerbate  the  problems  which  already 
exist  with  regard  to  Boston's  critical  parking  shortage.  Tighter  zoning 
controls  are  necessary  to  prevent  proliferation  of  parking  lots  into  tne 
South  Boston  community. 
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6.  Water  transportation,  on  many  levels,  should  play  a  major  role  in  any 
project  on  this  site.  The  Final  EIB  provides  minimal  information  about 
the  feasibility  of  water  transportation  on  the  site  particularly  as  a 
traffic  mitigation  measure.  The  scope  called  for  further  serious 
consideration  of  and  private  commitment  to  water  based  transportation. 
The  proponents  were  charged  with  studying  commuter  boat  access  to  and  from 
Logan  Airport,  and  movement  among  major  destinations  in  the  inner  harbor. 
Most  important,  the  final  study  was  to  include  a  water  transportation 
feasibility  study  and  additional  analysis  as  appropriate.  The  FEIR  fails, 
however,  to  include  this  study  as  requested  by  the  Secretary. 

We  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  on  "demand  water"  tari  will  adequately 
serve  this  site.  Commitments  must  be  made  to  provide  a  larger  berthing  area 
somewhere  on  site  which  could  accommodate  commuter  boats  and  excursion 
vessels.  The  outer  bulkhead  should  be  designed  to  facilitate  greater  active 
use  of  the  water  sheet.  ae  development  should  also  anticipate  and 
incorporate  berthing  for  transients  wishing  to  visit  the  site  for  short 
periods  of  time. 

HPAC  is  also  concerned  that  AC  Cruise  Lines,  the  boat  operator  currently  at 
this  site  not  be  displaced  by  construction  or  future  development.  Workable 
and  equitable  solutions  must  be  found  to  accommodate  this  business  which  has 
been  located  there  for  many  years,  yet  not  preclude  other  operators  from 
working  this  site. 

INFRASTEUCTURE 

HPAC  has  many  concerns  regarding  the  impacts  and  consequences  of  this  project 
on  the  area's  environment  and  iafrastnicture.  State  and  City  codes  and  agency 
requirements  must  represent  minimal  standards  for  construction  and  planning. 
The  sheer  scale  and  magnitude  of  this  development  dictates  that  it  be  held  to 
a  higher  standard  and  take  additional  steps  in  terms  of  water  conservation 
measures,  traffic  flow,  sewage  discharge,  and  utility  networks. 

1.  The  FEIR  fails  to  provide  a  detailed  account  of  projected  service 
requirements  or  impacts  of  future  development  in  the  area.  HPAC  is 
concerned  that  proper  mitigative  measures  be  taken  to  guarantee  that 
interruptions  or  shortfalls  of  gas,  electric,  or  telecommunications 
services  to  the  adjacent  communities  as  a  result  of  this  project  be  kept 
to  an  absolute  mlninua. 

2.  The  impacts  of  sewage  generated  by  this  project  on  Boston  Harbor  water 
quality  has  not  been  made  clear  in  the  FEIR.  Furthermore,  the 
responsibility  for  sewer  system  improvements  has  not  been  established  in 
the"FZIE. 

3.  The  statement  in  Chapter  IV  of  the  FEIR  which  reads  that  under  certain 
conditions  some  "relatively  insignificant"  waste  will  flow  into  Bostcn 
Harbor  is  unacceptable.  Ko  additional  burden  should  be  placed  on  the 
combined  sewer  overflow  (CSO)  system  in  the  Fort  Point  Channel  area. 
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4.  A  2  for  1  I/I  reduction  should  be  required  for  this  development.  In  terms 
of  projected  water  consumption  and  sewage  generation,  this  project  has 
been  termed  the  equivalent  of  a  small  city  unto  itself. 

5.  As  the  MVRA  district  is  currently  beyond  safe  yield  capacity  for  water 
s-pply,  an  aggressive  water  conservation  plan  must  be  devised  and  approved 
by  >iVEA  and  BWSC  prior  to  issuance  of  connection  permits. 

6.  Storm  water  runoff  to  the  canal  must  not  create  any  adverse  consequences 
or  pollution. 

7.  The  rate  and  impact  of  redisposition  in  the  South  Boston  interceptor  must 
be  addressed. 

OPEN  SPACE  and  PUBLIC  IMPROVEMENTS 

The  Fan  Pier/  Pier  4  development  is  the  largest  project  in  the  City  in  more 
than  20  years.  We  believe  Fan  Pier/  Pier  4  development  must  be  a  model  of 
future  development  in  this  city.  Projects  of  this  scale  can  be  true  assets  to 
the  City  only  if  a  projjer  focus  on  the  amount  and  quality  of  open  space  is 
maintained.  The  Harborpark  Advisory  Committee  believes  that  this  project  must 
set  a  precedent  for  all  future  developments  of  this  size  in  the  Commonwealth. 

Spaces  which  are  public  roadways,  or  islands  in  the  middle  of  roadways, 
vehicular  dropoffs,  taxi  areas  and  garage  entrances  should  not  be  considered 
open  space  but  rather  areas  necessary  to  support  office,  residential  and 
commercial  operations.  Public  open  space  should  have  the  qualities  which 
support  passive  or  active  recreation  and  leisure  activity.  These  areas  should 
also  be  designed  to  encourage  or  invite  a  high  degree  of  public  use. 

Some  of  our  concerns  in  this  area  are  as  follows: 

1.  The  usefulness  of  the  open  spaces  for  many  people  to  gather,  picnic,  or 
toss  a  frisbee  is  limited.  The  size  and  sloped  configuration  of  the 
waterfront  park  area  and  the  amphitheatre  are  not  appropriate  for  the 
purposes  which  they  are  reportedly  designed.  Comparisons  of  scale  are 
helpful  to  illustrate  the  potential  of  the  proposed  spaces. 

Fan  Pier  Waterfront  Park        .97  acres 
Wattrfront  /  Columbus  Park      4.30  acres 

Fan  Pier  Aicphi theatre  .15  acres 

Post  Office  Square  Angell  Park   .15  acres 
Hatch  Shell  Lawn  area  1.50  acres 

An  alternative  design  should  be  developed  which  allows  for  a  much  larger 
and  more  usable  public  open  space  at  the  water's  edge. 

2.  As  presently  designed  the  Harborwelk  and  adjacent  pariiland  are  adversely 
impacted  by  wind  and  shadow  for  much  of  the  year. 

3.  Continuous  public  access  at  the  water's  edge  must  be  afforded  thrcug.-.out 
the  project. 
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4.  The  coffimittee  continues  to  question  the  value  of  the  canal  as  a  public 
amenity  considering  its  harsh  environmental  circumstances. 

5.  The  Island  elevation  should  be  decreased  to  provide  for  usefulness  of 
public  open  space,  better  views  from  the  grid  street  pattern,  and  to 
prevent  an  isolated  island  which  may  lead  to  tne  perception  of  exclusivity. 

6  HPAC  recommends  that  all  pedestrian  bridges  allow  for  handicapped  access 
and  that  a  new  pedestrian  bridge  be  built  connecting  directly  to  the  Pier 
i.   Plaza. 

7.  The  FEIR  proposes  public  restrooms  to  be  located  in  the  building  nearest 
Fort  Point  Channel.  This  is  inadequate.  Public  restrooms  should  be 
provided  at  multiple  sites  throughout  the  project. 

8.  An  underground  vehicular  passage  way  connecting  Pier  4  with  The  Fan  Pier 
for  truck  deliveries  or  taxi  traffic  would  assist  in  keeping  a  majority  of 
the  ancillary  support  traffic  away  from  pedestrians  and  allow  for  more 
public  open  space. 

An  additional  area  of  concern  for  the  HPAC  which  has  been  brought  up  during 
our  review  of  the  development  is  the  issue  of  housing  for  all  incomes  at  this 
site.  HPAC  feels  this  project  should  go  beyond  the  minimum  requirements  of 
linkage  and  inclusionary  zoning  as  proposed  by  city  policy.  The  commitment  to 
non  subsidized  affordable  units  should  not  be  reliant  on  public  funding 
programs.  Program  commitments  to  affordability  must  insure  that  the  units 
remain  affordable  for  the  long  term  (30-50  years). 

It  is  clear  from  our  review  of  the  FEIR  a  nvunber  of  serious  issues  remain  to 
be  resolved  and  in  this  context  additional  information  will  need  to  be 
developed  in  the  above  areas.  HPAC  is  willing  to  meet  with  the  project 
proponents  or  the  KEPA  staff  to  review  with  more  specificity  some  of  the 
outstanding  issues.  Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this 
proposal  and  for  your  continued  support  and  cooperation  throughout  the  process. 

Sincerely, 

L.Ki  Downey,  Chair    \J 
Herborpark  Adriaory  Coamiittee 

cc:  Kayor  Rayaond  L.  Flynn 

Stenhen  Coyle,  Director,  BRA 

HPAC 

FrCAC 

Boston  Mariner  Co. 

H3C  A.ssociates 


The  McCourt  Companv,  Inc. 

21  Merchants  Ron  ' 

Boston.  Massachusens  02109 
(617)227-5400 
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HAND  DELIVERY 

Secretary  James  S.  Hoyte 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 

20th  Floor 

Boston,  Massachusetts   02202 

RE:   Final  Environmental  Impact  Report: 
Fan  Pler/Pler  4  Developments 
EOEA  #4A26/458A:   Initial  Comments, 
Notice  of  Intent  to  Sue  and 
Request  for  Extension  of  Comment  Period 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

Reference  is  made  to  the  comments  and  notice  of  Intent  to  sue, 
accompanied  by  exhibits,  filed  by  Cabot,  Cabot  &  Forbes  on 
January  23,  1987  with  respect  to  the  above-referenced  Fan 
Pier/Pier  4  Projects. 

The  comments  in  question  and  the  notice  of  intent  to  sue  were 
filed  by  Cabot,  Cabot  &  Forbes  in  their  capacity  as  owners  of 
certain  property  more  fully  described  within  the  submissions. 
The  McCourt  Company  calls  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  based 
on  the  January  26,  1987  decision  by  the  Massachusetts  Superior 
Court  in  The  McCourt  Company,  Inc.  v.  FPC  Properties,  Inc.  and 
Cabot,  Cabot  &  Forbes,  Civil  Action  No.  47,503  (a  copy  of  which 
is  enclo»«d  for  your  reference),  the  title  to  the  property 
described  in  the  Cabot,  Cabot  &  Forbes'  submissions  will  be 
conveyed  to  The  McCourt  Company. 

Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  Cabot,  Cabot  &  Forbes  is  obligated 
to  protect  our  interests  with  respect  to  the  property  in 
question,  we  are  concerned  that,  in  view  of  the  Court's  decision 
it  may  become  necessary  for  us  to  intervene  and  assume  the  task 
of  ensuring  that  the  potential  uses  of  that  property  are  given 
due  consideration  by  your  Department,  by  the  proponents  of  the 
Fan  Pier/Pier  4  Projects  and  by  all  other  interested  parties. 
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Insofar  as  Che  necessity  of  giving  due  consideration  to  the 
potential  uses  of  the  property  has  already  been  expressly  called 
to  your  attention  within  the  written  comments  and  notice  of 
intent  to  sue  submitted  by  Cabot,  Cabot  &  Forbes,  it  would  appear 
unnecessary  and  redundant  for  us  to  formally  adopt  those  comments 
as  our  own  or  to  submit  a  separate  notice  of  Intent  to  sue. 
Nevertheless,  in  order  to  avoid  any  subsequent  allegations  of 
prejudice  to  any  interested  party,  we  hereby  formally  adopt  the 
comments  and  notice  of  intent  to  sue  previously  submitted  by 
Cabot,  Cabot  &  Forbes  and  we  have  enclosed  herewith  a  notice 
evidencing  our  intent  to  sue  if  same  becomes  necessary  to  protect 
our  interests  • 


We  also  take  this  opportunity  to  express  our  concern  that, 
although  you  have  been  made  aware  of  the  necessity  of  considering 
the  potential  uses  of  the  referenced  property  within  the  context 
of  your  deliberations  over  the  proposed  Fan  Pier/Pier  A  Projects, 
neither  you  nor  any  other  interested  party  has  had  the 
opportunity  to  consult  fully  with  The  McCourt  Company  concerning 
our  intentions  with  respect  to  that  property  and  our  concerns 
over  the  proposed  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  Projects.   We  presume  that,  in 
view  of  the  decision  handed  down  by  the  Court  on  January  27, 
1987,  all  invloved  parties  would  now  recognize  and  acknowledge 
that  our  Intentions  and  concerns  are  material  and  of  critical 
importance  to  an  evaluation  of  the  environmental  Impact  of  the 
proposed  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  Projects. 

Due  to  the  timing  of  the  Court's  decision  in  The  McCourt  Company, 
Inc .  v .  FPC ,  et  al .  and  the  imminent  expiration  of  the  public 
comment  period  with  respect  to  The  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report,  The  McCourt  Company,  without  waiving 
any  of  iti  rights,  respectfully  requests  a  two  week  extension 
(until  February  16,  1987)  of  the  public  comment  period. 


RECEIVED 
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We  are  anxious  to  ensure  that  in  protecting  our  interests  with 
respect  to  this  matter  we  have  an  opportunity  to  coordinate  our 
efforts  with  the  Department  of  Environmental  Affairs,  the 
proponents  of  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  Projects  and  all  other 
interested  parties.   Accordingly,  we  would  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  meet  with  you  with  respect  to  this  matter  at  your 
liest  Convenience. 

yours  , 


McCour t  ,  Jr  . 


FHM:rljp 


cc:   Attorney  General  James  Shannon 
HBC  Associates 
The  Boston  Mariner  Company 
Cabot,  Cabot  &  Forbes 


Boston  Water  and 
Sewer  Commission 


10  Post  OJtice  Square 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02109 
61 7-42fr€046 


February  2,    1987 


Secretary  James  S.  Hoyte 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  20th  floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Attn:   MEPA  Unit 


RECEIVED 
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RE:  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report-EOEA  #4426/4584 
Fan  Pier  Development/Pier  4  Development 


Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

The  Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Commission  (BWSC)  has  reviewed  the 
subject  Final  EIR  and  while  the  presented  future  sewer,  water  and 
drain  systems  in  this  section  of  South  Boston  advance  the  overall 
planning  for  the  area  in  a  responsible  and  technically  feasible 
manner,  such  plans  must  not  be  considered  BWSC  master  plans  to  be 
employed  by  future  developments.   The  proposed  sewer,  water  and 
drain  system  improvements  to  be  undertaken  by  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4 
proponents  will  contribute  to  the  betterment  of  BWSC  areawide 
services  and  v/ill  help  contribute  to  the  improvement  of  water 
quality  in  Boston  Harbor.   Our  comments  are  as  follows: 

1.    North  Branch  of  the  South  Boston  Interceptor  and 
Combined  Sewer  Overflows: 

A.  BWSC  has  an  on-going  commitment  to  maintain 
and  upgrade  our  sewerage  systems  to  maximize 
the  capacity  of  these  sewers  and  to  reduce  the 
extent  of  combined  sewage  and  to  minimize 
sewage  discharges  into  Boston  Harbor. 

A  contract  for  the  cleaning  of  the  subject 
Interceptor  has  been  awarded  by  BWSC,  and  the 
cleaning  operations  to  restore  this  Intercept- 
or to  its  designed  hydraulic  capacity  will  com- 
mence in  April  1987,   This  work  is  scheduled 
for  completion  in  December  1987.   The  effect  of 
this  work  will  be  to  restore  the  Interceptor 
to  its  original  design  capacity,  thereby 
reducing  the  occurence  and  volume  of  combined 
sewer  overflows. 

B.  Development  assumptions  for  the  South  Boston 
area  are  presented  in  Bvrsc's  1985  Wastewater 
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Facilities  Plan,  but  are  augmented  for  the 
developments  at  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  and  projections 
for  the  McCourt  (Cabot,  Cabot  and  Forbes) 
property.   BWSC  analyses  for  sewer,  water  and 
drain  systems  in  this  part  of  South  Boston 
are  based  upon  a  design  year  of  2010,  well  be- 
yond the  proposed  completion  of  the  Fan  Pier/ 
Pier  4  developments  in  1995.   The  hydraulic 
analyses  performed  to  determine  the  impact  of 
the  proposed  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  developments  on 
this  Interceptor  are  based  on  (1).   The  Final 
EIR  and  supporting  engineering  documentation 
provided  by  the  proponents'  Engineer;  (2). 
Development  assumptions;  (3).  Full  availability 
of  the  Interceptor's  designed  capacity;  (4). 
Flow  assumptions  of  the  tributary  local  sewer- 
age systems  (Refer  to  Paragraph  2D) ,  and 
(5) .   The  correction  of  a  hydraulic  deficien- 
cy caused  by  a  section  of  depressed  sewer  which 
presently  exists  at  the  intersection  of  "A" 
Street  and  West  First  Street.   This  existing 
structural  deficiency  aggravates  combined 
sewer  overflows  into  Boston  Harbor,  because 
it  restricts  the  design  capacity  of  the  In- 
terceptor.  The  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  developers 
have  agreed  to  undertake  the  reconstruction 
of  this  section  of  the  Interceptor  so  as  to 
reduce  the  incidence  and  volume  of  combined 
sewer  overflows. 

C.  The  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  developers  have  agreed  to 
implement  the  Secretary's  recommendation  for  a 
2:1  infiltration  and  inflow  ("I/I")  reduction 
by  a  combination  of  on-site  and  off-site  im- 
provements . 

During  wet  weather  flow  conditions,  as  a  result 
of  implementation  of  the  Interceptor  cleaning 
prograun,  implementation  of  a  reconstruction  of 
the  Interceptor  at  "A"  Street  and  the  implemen- 
tation of  a  2:1  "I/I"  reduction,  the  wastewater 
flows  from  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  developments  will 
not  cause  any  increase  in  the  number  of  combined 
sewer  overflow  events. 

D.  Hydraulic  Analyses  indicate  that  the  only 
measurable  effect  on  the  Interceptor  by 

a  long-term  areav/ide  development  to 

the  year  2010  will  occur  along  West  First 

Street  between  "A"  Street  and  "F"  Street. 
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Within  this  length  of  the  Interceptor 
the  only  impacted  combined  sewer  overflow 
is  located  at  the  "D"  Street  intersection. 
During  the  2010  peak  dry  weather  flow  con- 
dition, an  increase  in  the  depth  of  flow 
for  this  section  of  the  Interceptor  will 
amount  to  only  approximately  3  inches. 
Such  an  increase  in  flow  depth  does  not 
adversely  impact  the  Interceptor  and  it 
will  not  cause  a  dry  weather  overflow 
to  occur. 

Local  Sewerage  System  (Northern  Avenue  from 
Sleeper  Street  to  Trilling  Way  through 
Commonwealth  Flats  to  the  Summer  Street  Pump 
Station  to  "E"  Street  to  the  North  Branch 
of  the  South  Boston  Interceptor) 

A.  The  hydraulic  analyses  performed  to  determine 
the  impact  of  the  proposed  Fan  Pier/Pier  4 
developments  on  this  sewerage  system  are  based 
upon  (1) .  The  Final  EIR  and  supporting  engineer- 
ing documentation  provided  by  the  proponents' 
Engineer;  (2) .   Current  available  data  for  all 
proposed  development  and  (3).  Flow  assumptions 
for  tributary  developments  (Refer  to  Paragraph  2D) 

B.  The  existing  sewerage  system  on  Northern  Avenue 
from  Sleeper  Street  to  "B"  Street  is  inadequate 
to  handle  the  peak  design  flows  from  the  Fan 
Pier/Pier  4  developments  and  other  possible 
areawide  developments  for  the  year  2010. 

The  proponents  have  committed  to  recon- 
struct the  sewer  in  the  Northern  Avenue, 
as  detailed  in  the  Final  EIR.   The  exist- 
ing 18-inch  sewer  in  Northern  Avenue  from 
"B"  Street  to  Trilling  Way  also  is  unable 
to  convey  the  projected  peak  2010  sewage 
flows  without  surcharging  the  sewerage  system. 
However,  the  18-inch  sewer  can  receive 
sewage  from  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  develop- 
ments for  some  interim  period  which  will  • 
be  a   function  of  the  projects'  construction 
progress.   The  proponents  therefore  plan  to 
"temporarily"  connect  to  this  existing 
18-inch  sewer.   Subsequently,  the  proponents 
will  construct  a  24 -inch  sewer  through 
Kassport  property  from  "B"  Street  to  Trilling 
Kay  when  the  BWSC  and/or  Kassport  indicates 
that  the  capacity  cf  the  existing  18-inch 
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sewer  cannot  accept  the  flows  being  generated 
from  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  in  addition  to  future 
World  Trade  Center  sewage  flows.   Ownership 
of  this  existing  18-inch  sewer  is  in  the 
process  of  being  transferred  to  the  BWSC 
from  Massport.   BWSC  is  awaiting  confirma- 
tion from  Massport  concerning  the  granting 
of  an  easement  for  the  construction  of  the 
24-inch  sewer.   BWSC  will  coordinate  with 
the  proponents  and  Massport,  where  ap- 
plicable, regarding  the  scheduling,  siz- 
ing and  the  construction  of  the  proposed 
sewerage  systems  presented  in  the  final 
EIR  and,  in  particular,  the  utilization 
and  implementation  of  the  "temporary" 
connection  between  existing  and  proposed 
sewerage  systems. 

C.  The  existing  3  0-inch  sewer  through  Common- 
wealth Flats  and  the  existing  sewer  along 
"E"  Street  each  has  a  hydraulic  capacity 
which  very  closely  corresponds  to  the 
peak  pumping  capacity  of  the  Summer  Street 
Pump  Station.   This  system  can  adequately 
handle  the  proposed  2010  areawide  flows 
which  will  be  transported  through  it.   BWSC 
will  closely  coordinate  other  development 
proposals  in  the  area  tributary  to  this 
sewerage  system  to  ensure  that  its  capacity 
is  not  adversely  impacted. 

D.  The  existing  Summer  Street  Pump  Station  has 
peak  design  capacity  of  8.3  mgd.   Based  upon 
projected  peak  2010  areawide  sewage  flow 
data,  it  appears  that  all  of  the  proposed 
developments  north  of  Congress  Street  would 
approximate  this  capacity.   Consequently, 
BWSC  is  planning  to  convey  all  sewage 
flows  from  projects  in  the  area  bounded 

by  Congress  Street,  Fort  Point  Channel, 
New  Northern  Avenue  and  "B"  Street  to 
the  "A"  Street  sewerage  system.   Sewage  ■ 
flows  from  developments  in  the  area 
north  of  the  New  Northern  Avenue  will 
be  directed  to  the  Summer  Street  Pump 
Station.   The  concept  of  such  a 
sewerage  system  configuration  was  cor- 
rectly presented  in  the  Final  EIR. 
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Storm  Drainage  System 

A.   The  proposed  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  site  drainage 
will  not  impact  any  existing  BWSC  storm 
drainage  collection  system.   However,  the 
areawide  drainage  plans  presented  in  the 
Final  EIR  will  connect  to  drainage  systems 
to  be  installed  in  the  New  Northern  Avenue 
which  is  scheduled  for  construction  in 
the  near  future.   BWSC  met  with  the  State 
Department  of  Public  Works  on  December  4,  1986 
to  initiate  the  coordination  of  planning  for 
the  storm  drainage  system  to  be  built  within 
the  area.   BWSC  is  awaiting  the  DPW's  re- 
sponse to  the  comments  which  we  presented 
at  the  meeting.   We  will  continue  to  co- 
ordinate this  issue  with  all  concerned 
parties  to  assure  that  the  proper  storm 
drainage  system  is  constructed  as  part  of 
the  DPW's  construction.   The  Final  EIR  al- 
so indicates  that  the  extension  of  the  drainage 
system  into  the  old  Northern  Avenue  will  be 
completed  for  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  develop- 
ments. Therefore,  BWSC  will  coordinate  with  the 
proponents  regarding  the  construction  of  this 
system. 

High  Service  and  Low  Service  Water  Supply  Systems. 

A.  Water  supply  to  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  develop- 
ments can  be  provided  without  adverse  con- 
sequences to  any  of  our  existing  customers. 
The  proponents  have  agreed  to  upgrade  the 
existing  high  service  and  low  service  water 
mains  in  Northern  Avenue  to  assure  that 

the  water  supply  systems  adjacent  to  their 
developments  will  be  their  optimum  capacities. 
BWSC  will  coordinate  with  the  proponents 
regarding  the  cleaning  and  cement  lining  of 
the  existing  16-inch  high  service  water  main, 
construction  of  a  new  l2-inch  low  service 
water  main  and  the  relocation  of  portions  of 
the  existing  30-inch  and  16-inch  water  mains 
in  Northern  Avenue  which  were  detailed  in  the 
Final  EIR. 

B.  BWSC  has  received  the  commitment  of  the  Fan 
Pier/Pier  4  proponents  to  investigate  and 
utilize  where  feasible,  methods  of  achiev- 
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ing  water  conservation  which  will  not  only 
meet  but  exceed  those  achieved  in  convention- 
al devices  as  required  under  the  State 
Plumbing  Code. 

C.  Preliminary  findings  of  an  ongoing  BWSC 
study  have  predicted  that  peak  hour 
deficiencies  at  the  extremities  of  the 
southern  low  service  area,  such  as  at 

Fan  Pier/Pier  4,  may  occur  by  the  year  2010. 
However,  this  situation  is  the  result 
of  existing  deficiencies  in  the  water 
supply  system  itself,  and  it  will  oc- 
cur irrespective  of  whether  Fan  Pier/ 
Pier  4  is  developed.   BWSC  will  be 
monitoring  and  if  required,  correcting 
this  condition  in  the  southern  low 
system  as  part  of  its  annual  Capital 
Improvement  Program. 

D.  Fire  protection  for  the  Fan  Pier/ 
Pier  4  developments  must  be  supplied 
solely  from  either  the  high  service  or 
low  service  water  systems,  but  never 
from  a  combination  of  both  systems 

as  was  suggested  in  the  final  EIR. 

General  Comments 

A.  The  BWSC  will  continue  to  coordinate  with  the 
Fan  Pier/Pier  4  developers  on  all  issues  per- 
taining to  the  implementation  of  proposed 
sewerage,  water  and  drainage  systems  pre- 
sented in  the  Final  EIR  to  ensure  that  the 
concerns  of  all  affected  parties  are  proper- 
ly addressed.   Such  coordination  will  be 
accomplished  as  part  of  the  site  plan  and 
sewer  connection  permit  approval  process, 
and  such  approval  will  be  subject  to  the 
proper  fulfillment  of  the  requirements, 
rules  and  regulations  of  the  BWSC.   In 

the  event  it  becomes  necessary  to  adopt 
alternative  configurations  in  lieu  of  the 
systems  presented  in  this  Final  EIR,  the 
proponents  will  be  similarly  required  to 
address  all  of  the  concerns  and  require- 
ments of  the  Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Com- 
mission. 

B.  As  construction  of  the  new  Northern  Avenue 
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Bridge  project  appears  to  be  imminent, 
BWSC  will  coordinate  with  the  the  State 
DPW  and  all  concerned  parties  the  proper 
implementation  of  sewerage,  water  and 
drainage  systems  to  assure  that  the  ulti- 
mate systems  are  built  as  part  of  this 
project. 

C.  The  BWSC  will  coordinate  as  required  with 
federal,  state,  city,  public  and  private 
agencies  regarding  the  issue  of  funding  and 
the  extent  of  responsibility  of  each  pro- 
ponent for  the  implementation  of  the 
areawide  sewerage,  water  and  storm 
drainage  systems  presented  in  this 

Final  EIR. 

D.  It  is  strongly  urged  that  all  future 
South  Boston  developments  be  required 
to  adopt  the  same  planning  approach 
presented  in  this  EIR,  as  part  of  their 
EIR's,  to  assure  that  all  pertinent  con- 
cerns are  adequately  addressed  and  that 
all  BWSC  master  plans  are  properly  up- 
dated.  The  Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Com- 
mission wants  to  emphasize  that  the 
system  plans  presented  in  this  Final 
EIR  are  valid  only  as  a  starting  point 
in  planning  for  anticipated  future  de- 
velopment, and  consequently  must  not 

be  considered  an  approved  master  plan 
to  be  employed  by  other  future  projects. 

The  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  developments  are  the  beginning  of  an  ex- 
tensive development  program  planned  within  this  section  of  South 
Boston.  Consequently,  it  is  extremely  important  that  the 
concerted  effort  among  all  affected  parties  initiated  by  this  EIR 
be  maintained  to  ensure  that  all  pertinent  future  concerns  are 
properly  addressed  and  that  adverse  impacts  are  prevented  or 
ff.it  igated. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Charles  Button,  P.E. 
Chief  Engineer 
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Mr.  James  Hoyte,  Secretary 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts   02202 

RE:   Final  EIR  EOEA  #^426/4584 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

The  Greater  Boston  Convention  and  Tourist  Bureau  enthusiastically 
supports  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  proposals  documented  in  the  re- 
cently filed  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report.   These  projects 
involve  some  of  the  greatest  architects  in  the  world  and  will  trans- 
form mostly  vacant  land  which  now  blocks  active  public  use  of  this 
portion  of  Boston  Harbor  into  a  vital  urban  area  through  significant 
private  investment. 


Further,  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  A 
tourism  industry.  The  site  will 
tination  on  account  of  its  water 
Airport,  and  the  major  new  facil 
The  extensive  program  of  public 
will  also  prove  to  be  a  major  at 
harborwalk  and  canal  promenade, 
marina,  a  1,000  linear  foot  cana 
be  included.  Sixty  percent  of  t 
ments  will  be  publicly  accessibl 


developments  will  boost  Boston's 
be  another  important  tourist  des- 
front  location,  accessibility  to  Logan 
ity  which  will  house  cultural  groups, 
amenities  for  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4 
traction.   Almost  a  mile  and  a  half  of 
an  amphitheatre,  a  waterfront  park,  a 
1,  and  a  waterfront  plaza  are  all  to 
he  total  land  area  of  these  two  develop- 
e  open  space. 


The  Fan  Pier  will  also  serve  as  a  catalyst  for  the  development  of 
tourist-based  water  transportation.   For  example,  the  proposed  cultural 
boat  loop  would  stop  at  the  Fan  Pier's  new  arts  facility.   The  developers 
also  envision  direct  water  links  from  the  site  to  Logan  Airport  plus  or. 
demand  water-taxi. 
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The  economic  benefits  from  these  development  to  Boston,  and  South 
Boston  in  particular,  are  substantial.   Projections  indicate  a  total 
of  3.400  construction  jobs  and  10,250  permanent  jobs  will  result.   The 
developers  will  also  contribute  to  the  city  S3  million  in  linkage  funds 
for  job  training.   Over  S25  million  annually  in  sales  and  property 
taxes  will  be  generated  for  the  city  and  state.   On-site  subsidized 
housing  and  $15  million  in  housing  linkage  payments  by  the  developers 
will  address  the  city's  need  for  more  affordable  housing. 

The  Greater  Boston  Convention  and  Tourist  Bureau  urges  speedy  approval 
of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  so  that  the  city  and  state 
may  benefit  from  these  developments  as  soon  as  possible. 


Sincerely  yours, 

Robert  E.  Cumings 
President 


'^    - 


cc:   Richard  L.  Friedman 
Anthony  Athanas 
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Mr.  Janes  S.  Hoyte ,  Secretary  " 

E::ecutive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street  O''"-  ''  :: ,  ■  :f 

Boston,  Mass.  02202  ^' ....:.■.--..., 

Fan  Piers /Pier  4  Final  Environmental  Impact  P^eport :  EOEA  //4426/4584 
Dear  Secretary  Hoyte, 

The  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (FEIR)  is  a  major  step  fonvard  in 
prudent  analysis  and  planning  for  this  massive  project.   The  sheer  size 
of  proposed  development  creates  a  potential  for  greater-than-usual 
effects  --  for  good  or  ill  —  on  the  livability  and  economic  vitality  of 
the  City  of  Boston  and  the  entire  region.   Our  comments  on  this  complex 
FEIR  focus  on  refining  analyses  to  insure  maximum  possible  public 
benefits. 

Any  laroe  development  in  South  Boston  affects  access  to/from  Boston's 
commercial  Seaport  and  Airport  facilities;  their  continued  health  is 
critical  to  the  prosperity  of  the  region.   The  most  important  requirement 
for  insuring  the  viability  of  these  regional  resources  --  as  well  as  the 
benefits  of  development  in  the  Fort  Point  Channel  area  --  is  the  provison 
of  adequate  traffic  capacity  both  now  and  in  the  future.   As  circulation 
is  already  difficult,  the  benefits  of  new  development  in  South  Boston  can 
be  fully  realized  only  through  a  series  of  major  traffic  improvements. 

The  Fan  Piers /Pier  4  FEIR  has  explored  and  detailed  a  number  of  desirable 
transportation  and  utility  improvements,  many  of  which  have  been  widely 
discussed  and  advocated  by  both  the  public  and  private  sectors  for 
several  years.   Virtually  all  of  these  roadway,  circulation,  and  public 
transportation  improvements  must  be  publicly  funded  or  authorized;  the 
State  and  City  have  recently  scheduled  and  committed  funding  for  a  number 
of  these  proposals.   However,  if  unexpected  delays  occur,  rapid  increases 
in  traffic  and  utility  demands  created  by  continued  large-scale 
development  in  South  Boston  can  have  serious  negative  effects  on  the 
economy  of  the  entire  region  as  well  as  on  Massport  operations. 

With  these  concerns  in  mind,  Massport  supports  developments  such  as  the 
Fan  Piers /Pier  4  projects  as  important  elements  in  the  growth  of  the 
regional  economy;  but  our  support  is  predicated  on  timely  completion  of 
necessary  roadway  and  utility  infrastructure  improvements. 
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FEIR  Comments 

Since  the   FEIR  was  published,  the  forum  provided  by  the  Fan  Piers 
Citizens  Advisory  Committee  (FPCAC)  has  begun  to  address  some  of  our 
concerns.   Our  comments  on  the  FEIR  therefore  focus  on  areas  of  cormon 
interest  which  need  further  attention. 

Transportation :  To  their  credit,  the  proponents  have  continued  the  effort 
begun  m  tne  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  to  examine  possible 
events  and  impacts  far  beyond  their  specific  projects. 

Massport's  specific  concerns  include:  the  elimination  or  at  least 
reduction  of  through-traffic  in  the  residential  community,  the 
availability  of  efficient  truck  routes  for  shipping,  fishing,  and 
industrial  warehousing/distribution  uses;  accessibility  to  commercial 
marine  terminals,  the  World  Trade  Center,  and  to  other  activities  along 
the  eastern  end  of  Northern  Avenue;  and,   with  the  availability  of  the 
proposed  Seaport  Access  Road  for  airport  traffic  once  the  Third  Harbor 
Tunnel  is  open. 

The  traffic  impacts  section  of  the  FEIR  is  extremely  detailed,  going  so 
far  as  to  include  the  impact  of  other  South  Boston,  Downtown  and 
Cambridge  growth  on  transit  ridership.   Tne  assumptions  used  in  the 
analysis  raise  some  questions  about  insuring  the  effectiveness  of 
proposed  traffic  mitigation  measures.   Our  comments  about  the  traffic 
analysis  are  based  on  work  done  in  our  CHART  project*  and  divided  into 
three  parts:  A)  1995  Development  Assumptions,  B)  Probable  Impacts,  and 
C)  Mitigation  Measures. 

A)  1995  Development  Assumptions:  To  assess  the  impacts  of  potential  South 
Boston  development  on  Massport  responsibilities,  CHART  assembled  a 
list  of  proposed  land  uses  for  this  part  of  South  Boston  in  1995  and 
2010.   chart's  estimate  that  1995  development  could  represent  as  much 
as  8,100,000  sq.  ft.  of  new  construction  is  consistent  with  the 
FEIR's   estimate  of  7,500,000  sq.  ft..  Attachment  A  provides  further 
details. 

B)  Probable  Impacts:  Massport  is  particularly  concerned  with  truck 
routing  and  impacts  on  airport  use  of  the  Seaport  Access  Pvoad. 
Massport  is  concerned  that,  even  with  many  ameliorative  assumptions 
and  an  extensive  range  of  mitigation  measures,  the  FEIR  shows  that  4 
major  intersections  used  daily  by  residents,  local  businesses,  and 


To  prepare  ror  tne  construction  and  operation  of  the  Th:ird  H£.rDor 
Tunnel  and  Central  Artery  Depression,  Massport  has  been  conductin 
Cross  Harbor  and  Regional  Transportation  (CHART)  study.   CHAF.T 
directly  addresses  several  of  the  critical  questions  raised  by 
development  in  South  Boston  and  provides  data  which  may  be  helpfu 
reviewing  the  FEIR. 
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commuters  remain  at  LOS  F  in  1995.   We  are  also  concerned  about  the 
reliability  of  the  mode  split  assumptions  used  in  deriving  both 
intersection  LOS  and  the  characteristics  of  the  bus  system  necessary 
to  handle  peak  hours.   A  sensitivity  analysis  would  be  helpful  in 
assessing  whether  the  timing  and  extent  of  mitigation  near^ures  and /or 
the  proposed  people  mover  would  bring  anticipated  conditions  closer  to 
LOS  E,  which  we  consider  manageable  in  dense  urban  environments. 

It  is  difficult  to  understand  the  effects  of  the  projects  on  existing 
or  future  trucking  because  the  FEIR  does  not  analyze  auto  and  truck 
traffic  separately.   For  example,  we  hope  (but  cannot  tell  whether) 
new  Northern  Avenue  is  assumed  to  remain  part  of  future  truck  routing 
to  the  North. 

The  FEIR's  presentation  of  construction  period  impacts  is  hard  to 
piece  together.   If  the  FEIR  incorporated  recent  commitments  by  the 
City  and  State  about  construction  period  roadway  and  bridge 
improvements,  it  would  be  easier  to  assess  the  adequacy  of  truck 
routes  during  construction. 

Beyond  the  scope  of  this  FEIR,  but  of  critical  importance  to  prudent 
regional  planning,  lies  the  related  concern  about  the  availability  of 
Seaport  Access  Road  capacity  for  airport  access  --  as  well  as  travel 
to /from  the  North  Shore  --  via  the  Third  Harbor  Tunnel.   CHART'S 
analysis  of  combined  1995  PM  peak  hour  travel  demands  from  South 
Boston  development  and  Airport  travel  demand  for  Seaport  Access  Road 
capacity  is  provided  in  Attachment  B. 

C)  Mitigation  Measures:  The  FEIR  proposes  an  impressive  array  of  traffic 
mitigation  measures  for  public  funding.   Massport  is  heartened  that 
the  FPCAC  process  has  provided  the  opportunity  for  the  State  and  City 
to  commit  funding  for  a  number  of  these  projects,  but  much  remains  to 
be  done  to  ensure  their  timely  availability.   Attachment  C  lists 
remaining  details  which  need  to  be  worked  out. 

Both  the  FZIR  and  CHART  findings  emphasize  the  necessity  of  increased  use 
of  bus  and  other  HOV  modes  of  travel  if  we  are  to  be  confident  that  South 
Boston  development  and  airport  access  can  coexist  on  proposed  roadways. 

Urban  Design  and  Public  Amenities:  The  comments  of  the  Fan  Pier  Citizens' 
Advisory  Comrittee  address  tne  urban  design  characteristics  of  the 
projects  in  detail.   Massport  believes  the  FEIR  --  together  with  the 
design  changes  recently  agreed  to  by  the  developers  --  reflects 
substantial  improvements  in  the  range  and  extent  of  public  amenities 
off erred  by  the  project.   However,  we  note  that  the  World  Trade  Center's 
existing  views  of  downtovm  continue  to  be  blocked  by  the  proposed  massir.g 


Secretary  James  Hoyte ,  EOEA 
February  2,  1987 
Page  4 


Infrastructure :  Massport's  concerns  with  the  proposed  electrical 
substation,  gas,  and  sewer  line  capacities  and  alignments  were  outlined 
in  a  letter  sent  to  the  project  engineers  after  publication  of  the  FEIR. 
More  recent  discussions  between  Massport  and  the  developers  have  led  to  a 
letter  outlining  conditions  for  the  project's  temporary  use  of  sewers 
already  built  at  Massport  e::pi2nse,  with  the  understanding  that  new  sciv;er.s 
will  be  built  by  the  developers  when  needed  in  the  future.   VJhile 
detailed  negotiations  are  necessary  to  finalize  the  arrangement,  we 
believe  utility  capacity  questions  will  be  resolved.   Attachnent  D 
provides  technical  details  of  utility  concerns. 

In  closing,  we  are  pleased  that  discussions  and  presentations  at  the  Fan 
Piers  Advisory  Committee  have  begun  to  address  some  of  the  concerns 
outlined  in  our  comments.   Massport  agrees  with  the  viev;  expressed  at 
these  sessions  that  South  Boston  residents,  developers,  the  City,  State, 
and  Federal  Government  have  to  work  in  close  concert  to  resolve  the 
remaining  questions  about  traffic,  parking,  transit  and  infrastructure 
before  the  economic  benefits  promised  by  the  Fan  Piers/Pier  4  project  car 
become  a  reality. 

Massport  will  be  glad  to  cooperate  with  the  city,  with  other  state 
agencies,  and  with  developers  in  developing  and  implementing  appropriate 
mechanisms  to  coordinate  desirable  growth  with  completion  of  roadway  and 
utility  improvements.   We  are  confident  that  with  continuing  cooperation 
from  all  parties,  the  Fan  Piers /Pier  4  project  and  other  major 
developments  in  South  Boston  can  be  welcome  and  successful  additions 
Boston. 

Very /Truly  Yours , 


n 
to 


David'  w^^avig)  ^racutive  Director 
Massachusetts  Port  Authority 
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Attachment  A:  Development  Assumptions 

chart's  Development  list  is  very  similar  to  Table  1:  "Background 
Development  Assumptions  for  Traffic  Related  Issues"  in  the  FEIR 
Appendix.   North  of  Sumner  Street,  the  overall  square  footage  is  nearlv 
identical;  both  scenarios  assume  that  the  BtllP  and  areas  nearby  will 
remain  industrial  in  character.   However,  'lassport  is  concerned  that 
current  zoning  in  the  area  between  Summer  and  First  Streets  allo\.'s 
considerable  conversion  to  uses  which  3enerate/accommodate  traffic 
increases;  this  would  tend  to  reduce  the  effectiveness  of  public 
transportation. 

In  response  to  MEPA  requests  to  consider  a  lesser  scale  alternative,  the 
FEIR  has  reduced  Fan  Pier  square  footage  by  107.  and  Pier  4  by  5%.   It  is 
not  clear  how  these  reductions  were  arrived  at  and  it  is  therefore 
difficult  to  judge  the  significance  of  larger  or  smaller  reductions. 
Assumptions  about  the  phasing  of  the  project,  other  background 
development,  parking  changes,  and  infrastructure  improvements  are 
scattered.   Without  this  information  it  is  difficult  to  relate  the  rate 
of  overall  South  Boston  development  to  the  capacity  of  available 
infrastructure.   An  example  of  such  a  table  is  attached  for  reference. 
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Attachment  B:  Traffic  Generation 

Using  the  developnent  assumptions  outlined  in  Attachment  A,  their 
associated  traffic  generation,  and  airport  travel  forecasts,  C11AE.T 
prepared  the  attached  estimate  of  1995  volumes  on  the  Seaport  Access  Road 
and  its  interchanges  assuming  a  high-transit  scenario  for  both  South 
Boston  and  Airport  users. 

The  FEIR  reflects  the  proposed  construction  schedule  of  the  I-90/I-93 
project  at  the  time  of  its  publication.   The  recently  revised  schedule 
provides  Seaport  Access  Road  availability  in  1995  and  full  Central  Artery 
surface  ramp  access  in  1998.   Construction  period  impacts  on  commuter  and 
truck  traffic  are  not  easy  to  follow  in  the  document.   It  would  be 
helpful  to  clarify  these  issues  while  taking  into  account  the  accelerated 
schedule  of  improvements  to  local  streets  and  the  regional  roadway 
network  in  and  near  South  Boston. 

VJhile  the  FEIR  now  includes  buses  in  LOS  analysis  of  South  Boston 
intersections,  it  does  not  appear  to  do  the  same  for  the  portions  of 
their  routes  in  Downtown  Boston.   Since  travel  time  influences  the 
relative  attractiveness  of  modes  and  their  effectiveness,  further 
analysis  would  be  helpful. 

The  FEIR  assumes  that  users  of  the  1,500  downtown  parking  spaces 
displaced  by  the  beginning  of  construction  in  1987  will  all  shift  to 
transit.   This  assumption  is  somewhat  problematic  since  it  is  not  known 
whether  all  1,500  parkers  have  an  MBTA  alternative  open  to  them  and  the 
City  has  only  recently  begun  to  study  the  appropriateness  of  permissible 
uses.   This  assumption  seems  more  appropriate  to  the  mitigation  measures 
section  than  to  the  base  cases  being  examined. 
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Attachment  C:  Mitigation  Measures 

The  FEIR  proposes  a  series  of  mitigation  measures  required  to  improve 
traffic  circulation;  the  majority  of  these  require  actions  by  public 
agencies.   Since  the  FEIR  was  published,  schedule  and  funding  commitments 
have  been  made  for  a  number  of  these  improvements;  the  attached  list 
presented  to  the  FPCAC  on  January  29  summarizes  proposed  schedules  and 
funding  sources.   However,  resolution  of  remaining  items  would  be  helpful: 

Seaport  Access  Road  (SAR) :  2  travel  lanes  plus  HOV/Bus  lanes  in  each 
direction  at  the  Congress  Street  interchange.   Since  designs  are  not 
complete,  it  is  difficult  to  assume  a  final  configuration.   Our 
understanding  is  that  the  Congress  Street  interchange  will  be  split 
as  assumed  in  the  FEIR.,  but  it  is  not  clear  that  2  lane  access  ramps 
or  HOV  lane  access  to  Congress  Street  are  being  considered. 

Dorchester  Avenue:  1  lane  in  each  direction;   Discussions  are 
underway  with  the  Post  Office  to  see  if  one  or  more  lanes  of  the 
roadway  it  controls  can  be  used  for  general  traffic.   The  FEIR/FEIS 
for  the  Central  Artery  added  a  new  Dorchester  Avenue  as  a  2  lane 
northbound-only  facility. 

Northern  Avenue:  3  travel  lanes  in  each  direction  on  the  new  Bridge 
with  assumed  availability  in  1990.  Current  Mass  DPW  designs  show  2 
lanes  with  a  parking  lane  on  the  Bridge.  To  our  knowledge,  neither 
Mass  DPW  nor  the  City  have  commented  on  the  proposed  change. 

Atlantic  Avenue:  3  travel  lanes  with  no  parking  allowed  from  Summer 
Street  to  Aquarium.   To  our  knowledge,  the  City  has  neither  commented 
nor  accepted  this  proposed  change. 

Peak  Hour  prohibitions  of  commuting  use  of  Columbia,  C,D,  and 
Dorchester  Streets.   This  is  currently  being  discussed  in  the  South 
Boston  Neighborhood  Traffic  Study  being  conducted  by  the  City. 

MBTA  operation  of  a  shuttle  bus  system  to  Blue,  Green,  Orange,  and 
Red  Lines.   The  FEIR  assigns  3,60b  passengers  to  transit  modes  in  the 
PM  peak  hour;  MBTA  response  to  this  proposal  would  be  helpful. 

Repair  of  Coni^ress,  Summer  Street  (3),  Broadway,  and  West  4th  Street 
bridges"!  Schedules  and  funding  have  been  announced  by  the  State  and 
City  at  a  joint  meeting  of  the  Fan  Pier  and  Harborpark  CACs . 

South  Boston  Bypass  Road  connections  to  expressway  system.   Schedule 
and  partial  funding  have  been  announced  by  the  State  and  City  at  a 
joint  meeting  of  the  Fan  Pier  and  Harborpark  CACs. 
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Viaduct  and  Ramp  Streets:   the  FEIR  analysis  assigns  heavy  volumes 
and  turning  movements  to  these  Massport  facilities.   We  are  concerned 
about  the  potential  impacts  of  such  volumes  on  our  other  activities 
or  those  of  our  tenants. 

The  FEIR  assumes  achievement  of  an  ambitious  mode  split  in  favor  of 
public  transportation.   Even  the  tables  provided  in  a  January  16,  1987 
letter  from  the  consultants  outline  a  mode  split  only  approached  in 
Downtown  Boston  blocks  served  by  several  rapid  transit  and  bus  lines.   It 
may  be  that  the  bus  system,  together  with  the  proposed  World  Trade  Center 
people  mover,  and  parking  restrictions  can  approach  this  mode  split.   A 
sensitivity  analysis  examining  the  impact  of  changes  in  public 
transportation  and  parking  assumptions  would  be  helpful  in  assessing  the 
feasibility  of  relying  on  such  a  system  to  minimize  traffic  on  local  and 
regional  roadways. 

The  questions  raised  by  the  effort  to  develop  workable  traffic  and 
transportation  schemes  for  all  anticipated  1995  development  in  the  South 
Boston  area  highlight  the  need  for  a  coordinated  plan  of  infrastructure 
improvements  and/or  traffic  management  measures  in  the  Fort  Point 
Channel /Downtwon/South  Boston  area.   Anything  short  of  this  seems  to  run 
very  considerable  risks  of  stifling  the  continuning  growth  and  health  of 
the  Downtown,  South  Boston,  and  regional  economies.   A  refinement  of  the 
traffic  impact  sections  which  takes  into  account  resolution  of  these 
questions  seems  necessary. 
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Secretary  James  Hoyte,  EOEA 
February  2,  1987 
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Attachment  D:  Infrastructure  Correspondence 

Massport  has  provided  the  majority  of  the  financing  for  a  new  18  inch 
sewer  from  the  World  Trade  Center  at  Commonwealth  Pier  to  the  Boston 
\/ater  and  Sewer  Commission  pumping  station  on  Summer  Street  in  South 
Boston.   Massport  and  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  developers  have  be^un 
discussions  regarding  the  temporary  use  of  this  new  sev^er  for  sewage 
generated  by  the  proposed  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  projects  from  the  time  the 
project  generates  sewage  to  the  time  the  developers  complete  their  own 
sewer.   These  discussions  will  determine  the  resolution  of  the  technical 
problems  associated  with  such  a  temporary  connnection,  the  impact  on  the 
World  Trade  Center  lease  interests,  the  time  needed  for  such  a 
conmnection  and  any  other  concerns  which  must  be  addressed.   Massport  is 
committed  to  prompt  review  and  resolution  of  the  above  issues. 

The  FEIR  implies  that  all  public  and  private  utilities  agree  in  principle 
to  the  infrastructure  as  proposed.   Letters  of  understanding/committment 
from  each  private  and  public  utility  stating  their  ability,  the  impacts, 
necessary  improvement /expansion  and  the  functioning  sources  necessary  to 
serve  the  development  would  serve  to  allay  concerns  of  inadequate  utility 
capacity  in  the  area. 

• 

Sanitary  Sewer  System 

Massport  contributed  approximately  70%  of  the  local  share  costs  of  the 
new  18"  and  30"  sanitary  sewers  in  Northern  Avenue /Commenwealth  Flats  and 
of  the  Summer  Street  Pumping  Station  on  the  understanding  that  capacity 
would  be  available  for  the  future  development  of  its  properties  in  the 
area.   Data  supplied  after  the  publication  of  the  FEIR  suggests  the  30" 
sewer  is  able  to  convey  the  future  development  of  the  area. 

Future  development  in  Commonwealth  Flats  may  be  greater  than  assumed  in 
the  proponents'  hydraulic  analysis.   These  assumptions  were  requested  but 
not  presented  in  the  FEIR.   However,  their  analysis  suggests  that  there 
is  adequate  capacity  in  the  sewer  system  and  Summer  Street  pumping 
station  to  serve  some  increases  in  development.   This  is  only  true  if  a 
commitment  is  made  by  BWSC  to  mandate  that  the  area  south  of  new  Northern 
Avenue  and  west  of  B  Street  discharge  to  the  A  Street  sewer,  which  is  not 
a  tributary  of  the  Summer  Street  Pumping  Station.   Massport  will  work 
with  BWSC  and  the  proponenets  regarding  the  coordination,  design,  and 
construction  of  the  new  sewerage  system. 

Storm  Drainage  System 

Figure  VI. 29;  Storm  Drainage  system,  proposes  that  the  B  Street  area 
drainage  discharge  into  the  new  sto""^.  drain  system  recently  built  by 
Massport  on  Commonwealth  Flats  for  future  development  of  its  properties. 
Connection  of  this  proposed  B  street  system  was  not  factored  into  the 
design  of  the  storm  drain  system. 


;PORT,  TEN  PARK  PLAZA,  BOSTON.  MA  02116-3971.  (617)  973-5500  TELEX  94-0365 
Decenber    12,     1986 


Mr .  Andrew  Boyd 
Parsons  Brinkerhoff 
120  Boylston  Street 
Boston,  MA    C2116 

RE:    Massport  Northern  Ave  . /CoTimonwea  1 1 h  ria' 
fan  Pier  li^ve  Icpment  Facilities  F' :  ?.  i  ■  r 


Dea  r  Kr .  Boyd : 

The  following  are  Massport's  initial  comments  on  the  various 
existing  and  proposed  infrastructures  necessary  to  support  the 
future  Fan  Pier  development.   These  comments  are  based  on  the  Parson 
plans  dated  10-1-66  as  titled  below,  and  are  essentially  limited  to 
Massport's  property  "Northern  Avenue/Com.T'onwea  1th  Flats". 

CONCEPTU.AL  ROADWAY  NETWORK  (Sheet  1  of  8) 

o   In  general,  the  future  Comm.  Flats  roadvjsy  system  concept,  as 
depicted,  seems  reasonable. 

0   The  status  of  the  east/v.-est  "Ramp  St.-  Adjacent"  road  fro- 
D  St.  to  B  St.  is  dependent  upon  the  future  development 
concepts  of  Option  Parcels  A  &  B,  east  and  v;est  of  Viaduct 
Street  respectively. 

0   The  "Haul"  Road  from  B  Street  to  Trilling  Way  paralleling  the 
Third  Harbor  Tunnel  (THT)  is  dependent  on  the  final  alignment 
of  the  THT.   Depending  upon  that  alignm.ent,  the  "Haul"  Road 
and  "Ramp  St.  Adjacent"  road  may  be  coincidental. 


0   THT  alignment,  cross 
presently  changing. 


section  and  ramp  touchdowns  are 


0   The  roadway  Construction  Schedule  appears  highly  optim.istic 
and  does  not  reflect  other  pivotal  construction  such  as  the 
renovation  of  the  CongreL:s  Street  and  Sum.-^.er  Street  bridaer. ; 
construction  of  the  nevj  Nortnern  .Ave.  bridge  the  MPA  Optior^ 
Parcel  AiB  development,  Seaport  Access  Rd,  New  Dorchester 
Avenue  etc. 

CONCEPTUAL  ELECTRIC  DISTRIBUTION  SYSTEM  (Sht.  2  of  8) 

o   Massport  is  not  contemplating  releasing  any  Summer  Street 
. • ?n-age  for  the  proposed  Electric  Sub-Station.   Initial 
Massport  discussions  with  Boston  Edison  centered  about 
locations  under  Viaduct  Street  or  west  thereof.   It  was  our 
understanding  that  the  substation  could  not  be  placed  on-l:i 
for  at  least  5  years. 


.OGAN  IMERNATiOr.AL  AIRPORT  •  PORT  OF  BOSTON'  GE'^ERAl  CARGO  AND  PASSENGER  TERMINALS  •  T03iN  MEMGf^A.  5P:: 
HAN'SCOM  FIELD  •  BOS'^CN  "^'S-  ='iER  •  COf.'VONV.'EALTn  oicp 


Mr .  Anai ew  Doya 
Page  Two 
Decer.ber  12,  1986 


o   Clarification  is  required  for  the  indicated  proposed  9-5  inch 
and  2-115  KV  duct  formations  in  Northern  Avenue.   wassport 
has  just  completed  the  construction  of  an  extensive 
electrical  underground  duct  formation  system  in  Nortnern 
Avenue  and  there  piesently  exists  a  2-115  KV  line  in  the  same 
locat ion . 

Note:   In  the  existing  concept,  all  ciicute  utility  needs  for  the 

Commonwealth  Flats  area  were  conceived  to  be  served  t  l  :^^  the 
lear  using  the  "Haul"  Road.  Rights  to  use  a  corridor  through 
Massport  land  have  to  be  solicited  and  a  review  and  approval 
process  begun,  perhaps  leading  to  an  easement.  The  Fan  Pier 
Development  Facilities  plans  indicate  the  future  "Ramp  Street 
Adjacent"  Road  as  the  utility  "conduit",  something  which  may 
not  come  to  pass  depending  on  Massport  requirements. 

CONCEPTUAL  TELEPHONE  DISTRIBUTION  SYSTEM  (Sht.  3  OF  8) 

o   As  stated  previously,  most  utilities  have  contemplated  using 
the  "Haul"  Road  to  service  the  Comm.  Flats  area.   However, 
NET  did  construct  a  m.anhole  in  B  Street  at  the  potential 
future  "Ramp  St.  Adjacent"  intersection. 

CONCEPTUAL  GAS  DISTRIBUTION  SYSTEM  (Sht.  4  of  8) 

0   Again,  the  "Haul"  Road  was  designated  as  the  vehicle  to  feed 
the  Comm.  Flats  area. 

0   Massport  intially  reimbursed  Boston  Gas  for  the  installation 
of  the  16"  Intermediate  Pressure  m.ain  in  Northern  Avenue  to 
service  the  Fish  Pier  and  Comm,.  Flats  development. 
Therefore,  Massport  should  have  first  options  for  any  present 
excess  capacity  in  the  line.   Any  additional  capacity  or 
routing  would  be  borne  by  subsequent  consumers. 

CONCEPTUAL  SANITARY  SEWER  COLLECTION  SYSTEM  (Sht.  5  of  8) 

o   Again,  the  "Haul"  Road  was  initially  designated  as  the 
vehicle  for  servicing  the  Comm.  Flats  area. 

0   Massport  contributed  the  major  portion  of  the  local  share 
costs  of  installing  the  new  sanitary  sewer  system  in  Com.m.. 
Flats  and  Northern  Avenue  as  well  as  the  new  pumping  staticn 
on  Summer  Street  to  serve  present  and  future  Massport 
development  in  the  area.    This  capacity  should  be  designates 
to  serve  Massport  needs  first.   Supplemental  needs  by  others 
requiring  any  additional  capacity  should  be  their 
responsibility  to  install,  including  any  new  required  routine: 
or  modifications  to  the  pumping  station.   The  enlarging  of 
the  existing  15"  line  to  a  new  18"  line  at  the  head  of 
Northern  Avenue  (if  at  all  approved  by  Massport)  would  be 
totally  at  others  expense  including  major  surface  repairs. 


Mr  .  Add  I.  ew  Boya 
Page  Three 
December  12,  1986 


CONCEPTUAL  STORM  DRAIN  COLLECTION  SYSTEM  (Sht.  6  OF  8 ) 

o   Most  of  the  rr^ain  ncrth/south  drainage  ccllection  system 
between  Northern  Avenue  and  Suvrr?.ez    Street  has  already  been 
installed  for  future  use  and  signal  for  the  intended 

deve  lopr-ient  of  Massnort  property. 

CONCEPTUAL  HIGH  WATER  DISTRIBUTION  SYSTEM  (Sht.  7  nf  9) 

o   "Haul"  Road  to  be  used  as  the  utility  servict:  corridor  for 
Comm.  Flats  area. 

o   Extension  of  16"  H.S.  from  Trilling  Way  to  BMIP  was  declined 
by  the  BWSC  this  year  prior  to  Massport  reconstructing 
Northern  Avenue.   If  required  for  the  Fan  Pier  development, 
this  extension  should  be  timed  with  the  construction  of  the 
THT  and  would  be  funded  totally  by  others  if  an  agreement  is 
worked  out  with  Massport. 

CONCEPTUAL  LOW  WATER  DISTRUBTION  SYSTEM  (Sht.  8  of  8) 

o   As  before,  the  "Haul"  Road  was  designated  as  the  road  to 
house  utilities  to  service  Comm.  Flats. 

o   To  preclude  major  construction  in  the  recently  reconstructed 
Northern  Avenue  the  new  12"  or  30"  connections  should  be  made 
via  the  "Ramp  St.  Adjacent"  Road  and  B  Street. 

0   The  8"  L.S.  in  D  Street  should  be  tied  into  the  new  12"  L.S. 
line  in  "Ramp  St.  Ad]acent"  Road. 

RECONSTRUCTED  NORTHERN  AVE  -  INITIAL  BUILD 

RECONSTRUCTED      "      "   -  FULL  BUILD  -  ONE-WAY  MODIFICATION 

RECONSTRUCTED      "      "   -  FULL  BUILD 

(3  Shts.  dated  9-10-86) 

o   No  provisions  are  indicated  for  replacing  the  existing  heavy 
bus  storage  and  on-going  truck  load  transfers. 

o  Massport  assumes  that  replacement  directional  signage  will  be 
provided  for  such  Massport  facilities  on  the  Fish  Pier,  Black 
Falcon  Cruise  Terminal,  WTCB  and  various  tenant  businesses. 

CONSTRUCTION  SCHEDULE  PLANS 

0   Massport  assumes  that  the  accessibility  to  Northern  Avenue 
and  the  Com.m.  Flats  area  will  always  be  maintained  to  at 
least  its  current  level  and  not  be  hampered  in  any  way. 

0   The  impacts  of  the  simultaneous  construction  of  many  other 
projects  must  be  addressed,  e.g.  THT,  renovations  to  Sum.mer 

_  St.  and  Congress  St.  bridges.  People  Mover,  other  parcel 
-  developments  (i.e.  CC&F),  and  Massport's  own  development 
program  (Option  Parcels  A&B). 


Ki  .  And  rew  Boyd 
Fage  Four 
December  12,  1986 


TRAFFIC 


Even  though  Kassport  requested  traffic  studies  of  various  stages, 
including  construction,  none  were  made  available. 


Massport  is  very  con 
generated  by  the  Fan 
construction  (constr 
hauling,  etc.)  compl 
BMIP  will  be  a  restr 
the  logical  access  t 
Street  and  Viaduct  S 
traffic  may  be  exces 
along  sensitive  rout 
signals  at  Northern 
should  be  borne  by  o 


cerned  about  the  traffic  impacts 
Pier  development  itself  and  its 
uction  personnel,  heavy  equipment,  truck 
icated  by  other  construction.   Since  the 
icted  pass  through  from  Northern  Avenue, 
o  Summer  St.  will  be  via  D  Street,  Ramp 
treet.   Without  study  or  pre-planning, 
sive,  besides  creating  heavy  traffic 
es  possibly  creating  the  need  for  traffic 
Ave.  &  D  St.,  a  cost,  which  if  necessary, 
thers  . 


o   The  Fan  Pier  developments  interrelationship  with  the  BMIP 

may  coi ncident a  1 ly  cause  higher  than  expected  traffic  volumes 
which  may  affect  the  present  one   lane-each  direction 
capacity  of  Northern  Ave.  between  D  St.  and  the  BMIP.   This 
may  necessitate  alterations  to  this  configuration  by  an 
additional  lane;  again  the  cost  should  be  borne  by  others, 
specifically  those  who  generated  the  traffic. 

Massport  would  appreciate  receiving  the  latest  traffic  studies 
at  your  earliest  convenience  and  would  be  available  to  review 
additional  levels  of  design  as  submitted. 

Very  truly  yours, 

MASSACHUSETTS  PORT  AUTHORITY 


Torge/pr  jonnson 
Director  of  Engineering 
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COASTAL    ZONE 
MANAGEMENT 


Oxecu&ve    U^pcc   o^  G>nvironmcnia/  S^jPitri 
SSoilon,    ^Mai^c/ui^(£i  02202 


MEMORAiNTOUM 


TO:     STEVE  DAVIS.  DIRECTOR,  ME 


PvECEIvT.D 

\\S^2     ''■■■■ 

^    >,^     .>.       ,      ,  OFHCE  Or  THE  CIC;..!'.'!  OF 

FROM:      RICHARD   F.    DELANEY.    DIRE<:Tfi|^.  ^ipZM  ^  i:KVir.O:;..:£NTAL  AFFAIRS 

DATE:   FEBRUARY  2.  1987 

RE:     EOEA  //A426/A58A  -  FAN  PIER/PIER  A  (BOSTON) 


The  Massachusetts  Office  of  Coastal  Zone  Management  (.MCZM)  has 
reviewed  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (FEIR)  for  the 
above-referenced  project,  and  has  concluded  that  although  the  proponent  s 
have  provided  much  new  material  in  response  to  the  comments  to  the  DEIR, 
the  document  does  not  sufficiently  satisfy  our  information  needs  pursuant 
to  M.G.L.  c.  91  (waterways  licensing)  and  310  CMR  21.00  (federal 
consistency).   These  needs  fall  into  two  basic  categories,  corresponding 
to  the  two  fundamental  principles  of  quality  development  by  which  every 
non-water-dependent  project  on  the  waterfront  is  evaluated  by  this  Office. 

First,  we  maintain  that  any  shoreline  containing  "trustlands"  should 
be  a  very  public  place,  which  in  turn  depends  on  two  key  factors:   1)  the 
degree  and  manner  in  which  "facilities  of  public  accommodation"  are  made 
an  integral  part  of  a  development  plan;  and  2)      the  nature  of  the 
pedestrian  experience  associated  with  the  network  of  open  spaces  and 
facilities  to  be  available  to  the  public.  Our  second  underlying  premise 
is  that  quality'  development  at  the  water's  edge  is  that  which  is  highly 
sensitive  to  the  carrying  capacity  of  its  surrounding  environment,  both 
natural  and  man-made.  Thus,  for  example,  a  project  should  not  aggravate 
water  pollution  or  otherwise  detract  from  long-range  efforts  to  clean-up  a 
harbor;  nor  should  a  project  induce  significant  traffic  congestion  or 
otherwise  disrupt  the  social  or  economic  fabric  of  its  host  coramxinity. 

Without  doubt,  our  ability  to  judge  project  quality  with  reference  to 
these  principles  depends  heavily  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  MEPA  process 
m  establishing  a  detailed  and  accurate  information  base.   This  is 
especially  so  for  a  project  of  such  complexity  and  consequence  as  Fan 
Pier/ Pier  A,  for  which  our  expectations  regarding  the  thoroughness  and 
sophistication  of  impact  reports  are  particularly  high.   This  being  tne 
case,  the  FEIR  deserves  applause  in  several  respects  for  providing  the 
sort  of  rigorous  analysis  we  seek;  but  it  nevertheless  falls  snort  of  a 


fully  adequate  treatment  it  affords  certain  issues  of  very  great 
importance  to  MCZM.   These  issues  are  five  in  number,  and  the  shortcominRs 
of  the  document  with  reference  thereto  are  discussed  separately  below. 

1.0  WATER-BASED  FACILITIES  OF  PUBLIC  ACCOMMODATION 


This  pro.iect  clearly  enjoys  a  magnificent  location  on  a  magnificent 
bodv  of  water,  a  location  where  varied  and  extensive  facilities  could  be 
provided  to  allow  the  public-at-large  (not  just  those  who  own  boats)  to 
partake  of  water-basea  activities.   This  aspect  of  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4 
project,  however,  is  perhaps  the  least  well  developed  in  the  FEIR,  and 
therefore  the  document  needs  to  be  more  explicit  in  establishing  the 
nature  and  the  scope  of  the  proponents'  commitment  to  either  water-borne 
passenger  transportation  or  to  water-based  public  recreation.   A  number  of 
capital  improvements  are  proposed,  to  be  sure,  but  otherwise  there  is  a 
lack  of  planning,  design,  and  operational  information.   More  specifically, 
the  FEIR  has  shortcomings  in  the  following  four  areas. 

1.1  Feasibility  of  Water-Transportation  Services.   The  DEIR 
Certificate  (12/24/85;  clearly  called  for  the  results  of  a  feasibility 
study  on  water-shuttle  service  to  be  included  in  the  FEIR,  but  the  only 
thing  provided  was  a  topical  outline  for  that  study.   At  the  very  least 
the  FEIR  should  have  contained  some  data,  some  discussion  of  their 
implications,  and  some  indication  of  the  lines  of  inquiry  still  to  be 
pursued.   State  agency  requests  for  further  investigation  did  not  preclude 
this  las  the  text  on  p.  V.6-4  seems  to  imply),  because  the  FEIR  was 
essentially  in  press  when  the  first  discussion  of  preliminary  findings 
took  place  with  agency  personnel. 

The  discussion  of  the  prospects  for  a  water  taxi  service  on  Pier  4  is 
equally  shallow,  consisting  essentially  of  a  statement  that  the  proponent 
will  provide  a  landing  and  "initial"  service.   It  is  asserted  that  the 
proponent  "has  studied  and  believes  in  the  operating  feasibility  of  a 
harbor-wide  system  that  utilizes  six-passenger  boats",  but  no  study  data 
is  provided  to  substantiate  this  belief.   Nor  is  it  clear  how  large  the 
fleet  of  boats  will  be,  under  whose  auspices  they  will  operate,  where  they 
will  oe  based  for  purposes  of  service  and  layover,  and  what  level  of 
service  will  be  giiaranteed  and  for  how  long.  Further  clouding  the  picture 
is  the  suggestion,  later  in  the  same  paragraph,  that  future  operation  and 
management  of  the  water  taxi  "may  be  mor'e  appropriately  sponsored  oy  a 
public  agency."  All  this  leads  us  to  request  that  the  proponents  supply 
further  details  of  this  pilot  program.   We  also  wish  to  learn  to  what 
extent  the  water  taxi  operation  is  likely  to  conflict  with  or  preempt 
other  boating  activity  in  the  lagoon,  which  will  be  a  relatively 
constricted  body  of  water  if  a  sizable  marina  and  other  marine  facilities 
are  also  to  be  located  therein. 
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1.2.  DockaRe  Alon^  Fan  Pier  Perimeter.   To  our  suggestion  that 
serious  consideration  be  given  to  improving  the  Fan  Pier  bulkhead  for 
active  boating  use  came  the  response  that  "current  plans  do  not  show 
docking  areas  along  the  outer  perimeter."   The  proposal  to  leave  this 
valuable  resource  in  a  state  of  dormancy  is  based,  apparently,  on  the 
argument  that  since  the  depth  of  water  is  less  than  20  feet,  "navigation 
of  this  area  is  best  suited  to  vessels  of  relatively  shallow  draft"  (p. 
V6-6).   But  this  is  a  description  that  fits  many  tvpes  of  small  craft 
which  ply  the  waters  of  Boston  Harbor,  both  for  oieasure  and  for 
commercial  purposes,   many  ol  which  would  undoubtedly  welcome  an 
opportunity  for  short-term  berthing  near  the  waterfront  park.   Unless 
there  are  compelling  reasons  not  to  accommodate  such  craft,  therefore,  we 
think  the  proponents  should  consider  installation  of  at  least  a 
lendering/docking  system  along  the  entire  fan  Pier  edge. 

On  a  related  point,  the  FEIR  states  that  three  hundred  feet  of 
docking  space  along  the  Fort  Point  Channel  will  be  dedicated  to  the 
accommodation  of  ferryboat  activities.  Ls   the  proponent  willing  to  go  one 
step  further  toward  ensuring  the  success  of  such  use,  by  offering 
long-term  lease  arrangements  to  the  ferryboat  operators? 

1.3  Privatization  of  Lagoon/Canal.   In  our  DEIR  comment  letter  we 
suggested  the  relocation  or  reduction  of  the  marina  --  a  facility 
exclusive  to  those  who  can  afford  to  own  a  boat  --  in  favor  of  paddle 
boats,  canoes,  or  other  small-scale  rental  craft  which  would  allow  a  much 
larger  portion  of  the  public  to  get  out  on  the  waters  of  the  lagoon  and 
canal  (and  perhaps  the  Fort  Point  Channel  as  well).   The  response  to  this 
suggestion  focussed  on  the  availability  of  transient  slips  in  the  marina, 
which  begs  the  question  entirely  (.however  aesirable  uncommitted  dockage 
space  is  in  its  own  right).   We  are  also  concerned  with  at  the  passing 
reference  (on  p.  V.6-10)  to  the  possibility  that  some  slips  may  be  sold  to 
occupants  of  the  residential,  units  --  which  seems  to  be  a  step  toward 
greater  privatization  of  the  water  spaces  rather  than  less.   MCZM  strongly 
advises  the  proponent  to  eliminate  this  highly  exclusive  "dockominium" 
component  from  any  marina  plan,  and  make  all  slips  available  on  an  open 
rental,  season-oy-season  basis. 

i..4  Geography  of  Manna-Related  Facilities.   To  the  extent  that  the 
marina  concept  is  retained,  MCZM  reauests  specific  information  relative  to 
use  of  th€  canal  for  permanent  berthing,  which  the  FEIR  mentions  but  does 
not  disciiss.   Diagrams  should  be  provided  showing  the  placement  of  the 
proposed  AO  slips,  and  the  possible  impact  on  navigation  within  the  canal 
(for  a  variety  of  prospective  user  vessels)  should  be  addressed.   We  also 
request  elaboration  of  the  relative  merits  of  locating  shoreside  support 
facilities  at  the  westerly  end  of  the  project  site,  which  appears  highly 
inconvenient  for  transient  boat  operators.   Would  not  placement  of  the 
grocery,  provisions  store,  and  chandlery  on  Pier  A  better  serve  the 
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boating  public?   Finally,  locations  need  to  be  specified  for  any  fueling 
facilities  associated  with  boating  operations,  as  well  as  for  sanitary 
pumpout  facilities  which  federal  and  state  law  requires  as  a  pollution 
prevention  measure. 


2.0  LAND-BASED  FACILITIES  OF  PUBLIC  ACCOMMODATION 


Regardless  of  the  degree  to  which  public  boating  occurs  on  the  Fan 
Pier/Pier  k   site,  this  stretch  of  harborfront  is  unlikely  to  become  a  true 
locus  of  public  use  and  enioyment  unless  land-based  facilities  of  public 
acoiranodation  add  significantly  to  its  "drawing  power."   In  this  regard  tne 
project  would  seem  to  have  much  to  commend  it,  in  that  more  than  half  the 
site  footprint  consists  of  public  open  spaces,  and  since  better  than  25 
percent  of  the  gross  interior  floor  space  is  devoted  to  a  combination  of 
retail  stores,  two  hotels,  and  a  major  arts/cultural  facility.   But 
knowing  the  aggregate  level  of  such  usage  is  not  sufficient  to  guage  its 
attractiveness  to  the  public  which  depends  equally  on  a  host  of  factors. 
Our  DEIR  comment  letter  included  a  number  of  concerns  and  suggestions  on 
this  issue  of  "destination  value",  virtually  none  of  which  were  given 
serious  attention  in  the  FEIR.   The  more  specific  comments  we  wish  to 
highlight  at  this  point  are  described  below. 

2.1  Integration  of  Uses  on  Fan  Pier  Island.   On  what  is  obviously  the 
premier  land  mass  of  the  site  (and  perhaps  of  the  entire  Boston 
waterfront),  there  still  appears  to  be  an  unduly  heavy  concentration  of 
private  tenancy  due  to  the  fact  that  uses  other  than  residential  are 
confined  largely  to  perimeter  locations.   This  "stratification"  raised 
some  questions  in  our  minds,  which  the  FZIR  ignored  by  saying  merely  that 
"the  meaningful  clustering  and  intermixing  of  land  uses  has  been  a  goal  of 
the  master  planning  process."  But  this  is  not  very  helpful  in  explaining, 
for  example,  whv  the  ground  floors  of  these  buildings  (apart  from  the 
canal  frontage)  have  not  been  programmed  with  special  public  uses  in  order 
to  complement  the  adjoining  park  areas,  as  well  as  to  take  year-round 
advantage  (via  indoor  public  spaces)  of  the  special  vantage  created  by  the 
elevation  of  the  island.   We  would  continue  to  urge  serious  consideration 
including  a  public  observation  facility  in  the  development  plan  as  well 
as  of  increasing  the  Fan  Pier  hotel  setback  on  behalf  of  a  more  expansive 
"connector"  park  between  the  ampitheatre  and  the  public  fishing  pier  (as 
other  reviewers  recommended).   In  general,  we  would  like  to  see  evidence 
that  the  harborfront  itself  will  become  as  much  a  focal  point  of  public 
activity  as  the  proposed  canal,  with  its  concentration  of  retail  uses, 
arts  facility,  and  pedestrian  amenities,  is  obviously  intended  to  be. 
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2.2  Design  and  Programming  Detail.   The  concepts  of  an  ampitheatre, 
children's  play  areas,  and  a  major  piaza  (at  the  terminus  of  Pittsburgh 
Street)  have  much  potential  to  enliven  the  Fan  Pier  island,  but  this 
potential  is  hard  to  appraise  because  the  FEIR  is  uniformly  vague  in 
describing  these  facilities.   Will  the  ampitheatre  (which  seems  on  the 
small  siae  at  6500  square  feet)  have  the  seating  capacity  characteristic 
of  a  significant  public  assemoly  area?   Will  the  children's  play  areas  be 
conventional  tot  lots,  or  will  they  be  developed  with  such  imagination 
tnat  the  island  will  become  a  magnet  for  visits  by  young  families?   If  the 
latter  is  a  design  goal  for  the  project,  as  we  think  it  should  be,  the 
proponents  should  explore  the  possibility  of  a  joint  venture  with  the 
nearbv  Children's  Museum,  an  institution  with  a  deserved  reoutation  as  a 
pioneer  m  the  field  of  creative  playthings.' 


3.0  QUALITY  OF  THE  PEDESTRIAN  EXPERIENCE 


For  the  most  part,  the  FEIR  contains  ample  data  about  the  public 
pedestrian  environment  to  be  associated  with  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  A 
development.   This  includes  a  description  of  the  proposed  network  of  open 
spaces  and  access  ways,  together  with  analyses  of  wind,  shadow,  and  visual 
conditions  at  multiple  locations.   What  the  proponents  have  not  done, 
however,  is  establish  that  the  mitigation  measures  incorporated  into  the 
present  master  plan  are  sufficient  in  light  of  the  impacts  that  are  so 
well-documented.   In  fact,  the  FEIR  makes  both  explicit  and  implied 
assertions  to  the  effect  that  no  further  mitigation  is  appropriate  on 
behalf  of  the  quality  of  the  pedestrian  experience.   We  strongly  disagree 
with  this  position.   The  findings  upon  which  this  conclusion  is  based, 
divided  according  to  the  categories  of  wind,  shadow,  visual  conditions, 
and  access  facilities,  are  described  below. 

3.1  Wind  Conditions.   As  stated  on  p.  V.3-19  of  the  FEIR,  further 
steps  to  mitigate  wind  impact  are  not  planned  because  "80  percent  of  the 
stations  tested  at  Fan  Pier  and  90  percent  of  the  stations  at  Pier  ^ 
record  wind  conditions  favorable  to  outdoor  activitv,  as  defined  by 
Melbourne's  comfort  criteria."  We,  believe  this  statement  is  both 
incorrect  and  misleading.   To  begin  with,  a  breakdown  of  the  data  in  Table 
V.3-1  according  to  the  Melbourne  comfort  categories  indicates  that  the 
proportion  of  total  stations  that  are  favorable  for  outdoor  activity  is 
closer  to  75  percent.  More  importantly,  of  the  stations  that  are 
favorable  for  outdoor  actiity,  such  activity  consists  of  walking  onlv  in  3 
out  of  5  cases  (60%). 
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What  the  FEIR  does  not  acknowledge,  in  other  words,  is  the  fact  that 
two-thirds  of  all  the  stations  on  the  project  site  will  not  be  comfortable 
for  either  sitting  or  standing,  even  for  short  periods.   Bv  our  count  this 
includes  11  of  13  stations  along  the  harborfront  edges  (.including  the 
entire  Fan  Pier  Harborwaik  and  the  amp i theatre!  ) .  13  of  18  stations  along 
the  canal/ lagoon,  and  15  of  22  at  public  open  spaces  without  water 
frontage.   Also  conspicuously  detrimental  to  pedestrian  usage  are  the  wind 
conditions  along  the  corridor  beginning  at  Stillings  Street  and  leading 
out  to  the  fishing  pier,  where  6  of  8  locations  are  identified  as 
uncomfortable  even  for  walking. 

As  a  final  and  perhaps  must  telling  comment  on  this  subject,  we 
observe  that  the  hot-wire  testing  results  actuallv  show  the  wind 
conditions  of  tne  FEIR  of  master  plan  to  be  somewhat  worse  than  those  of 
the  DEIR  plan.   This  is  true  on  both  an  hourly-average  wind  speed  basis 
(i.e.  velocities  decreased  at  21  stations  but  increased  at  31),  as  well  as 
in  terms  of  shifts  between  Melbourne  categories,  which  is  probaDly  more 
useful  as  an  indicator  of  significant  change.   In  this  regard  the  data 
shows  that  for  every  station  that  improved  its  Melbourne  position  (9  in 
all),  two  others  go  worse  (17  in  ail,  of  which  3  dropped  by  two  full 
levels) . 

3.2  Shadow  Conditions.   Our  reaction  to  the  proponents  position  on 
mitigation  of  shadow  conditions  is  essentilly  the  same  as  that  contained 
in  the  foregoing  section,  i.e.  we  think  the  data  belies  the  FEIR  assertion 
to  the  effect  that  shadowing  has  been  reduced  to  the  point  of  "no  adverse 
effect."  Using  the  framework  developed  in  our  DEIR  comment  letter  as  the 
point  of  reference,  it  seems  clear  that  marginal  imorovement  at  best  has 
been  achieved  in  a  situation  that  was  rather  unfavorable  to  begin  with. 
In  support  of  this  contention,  we  present  the  following  line  of  logic. 
First,  taking  an  overall  view  of  the  24  "cells"  defined  in  our  previous 
analysis,  it  appears  that  a  significant  number(lO)  have  experienced  some 
increase  in  daylighting.   Disaggregation  of  this  set  of  "improved"  cells 
then  reveals,  however,  that  three  were  relatively  sunny  to  begin  with  and 
the  improvement  in  five  others  is  minor  to  imperceptible  (comparing  as 
best  as  one  can  the  shadow  diagrams  of  different  scale  in  the  DEIR  and 
FEIR).   Thus  only  2  ceils  seem  to  have  experienced  a  significant  change  in 
category  (.from  shaded  to  mostly  shaded),  an  upgrading  which  needs  to  be 
weighed  against  the  fact  that  2  other  ceils  actually  suffer  a  decrease  in 
exposure  to  sun.   In  other  words,  what  progress  has  been  made  toward  more 
daylighting  of  certain  public  open  spaces  (most  noticeably  the  southern 
canal  pronendade)  seems  to  have  come  at  the  expense  of  more  subdued 
lighting  conditions  at  other  times  and  places  on  the  site. 

A  further  criticism  we  would  make  of  the  treatment  of  shadow  effects 
--  and  it  also  applies  to  the  proponents'  analysis  of  wind  impacts  --  is 
that  the  FEIR  makes  no  attempt  to  relate  the  results  to  objective 
standaras,  or  at  least  to  present  systematic  comparisons  with  data  from 


other  major  developments  in  Boston  where  shadow  conditions  are  (and  are 
not  J  considered  averse  to  public  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  streetscape. 
Without  such  an  analysis,  too  much  reliance  must  be  placed  on  purely 
subjective  metnods  of  evaluation,  which  too  often  lead  to  overstated 
improvements,  understated  impacts,  and  non-functional  open  spaces  in  the 
end. 

3.3  Visual  Conditions.   The  FEIR  chapter  on  visual  quality  did  not 
adequately  respond  to  MCZM  concerns  regarding  visual  access  to  tne 
waterfront.   With  regard  to  the  problem  of  occluded  views  to  the  Fan  Pier 
harborwalk  from  the  Northern  Avenue  end  of  the  site,  there  is  no 
discussion  of  either  the  benefits  or  the  possibilities  of  mitigation. 
Questions  involving,  for  example,  the  relative  merits  of  putting  parking 
further  underground,  in  order  to  provide  cross-site  viewing  opportunities, 
pass  without  comment.   At  the  same  time,  it  appears  that  one  of  the  few 
sight  lines  to  the  harbor  that  were  initially  undistrubed,  down  Sleeper 
Street,  might  now  be  at  least  partially  blocked  by  the  relocated 
pedestrian  bridge. 

The  FEIR  also  fails  to  remedy  the  DEIR's  lack  of  information  on 
visual  conditions  at  the  major  public  open  spaces.   With  the  exception  of 
views  B  and  C,  the  new  buildings  per  se  appear  to  be  the  subject  of  the 
computer-generated  graphics,  not  the  spaces  those  buildings  define  and 
shape.   Further,  we  are  concerned  that  the  harbor  proper  does  not  appear 
in  any  views  originating  from  the  site,  except  obliquely  in  View  B.  Nor  is 
the  nature  of  the  pedestrian  experience  at  the  Fan  Pier  plazas  depicted, 
or  that  of  the  Pier  A  galleria.  plaza,  and  central  court. 

3.A  Pedestrian  Circulation.   In  general  the  FEIR  is  clear  in  terms  of 
the  physical  layout  of  tne  pedestrian  network,  but  it  leaves  open  four 
important  questions  concerning  potential  impediments  to  pedestrian 
circulation.   First,  will  the  up-gradient  onto  the  Fan  Pier  island, 
although  seemingly  easy  to  negotiate  for  most  people,  subtly  deter  walking 
toward  the  harbor  by  that  route?  Second,  how  significant  is  the  reduction 
in  pedestrian  flow  to  the  site  expected  to  be  if  the  walking  distance  to 
downtown  is  increased  by  300'  via  relocation  of  the  Fort  Point  Channel 
crossing?  Third,  will  the  various  east-west  passageways  through  buildings 
(Fan  Pier  hotel.  Pier  4  hotel/office.  Pier  4  condominiums)  be  sufficiently 
inviting  to  the  public?  Finally,  why  is  no  substantiation  provided  for 
the  claim  that  safety  issues  preclude  location  of  a  perimeter  walkway 
around  the  Pier  4  restaurant? 
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a.O  MEASURES  TO  PREVENT/ MITIGATE  WATER  POLLUTION 


The  information  presented  in  the  fEIR  is  far  from  adequate  for  the 
purpose  of  evaluating  project  impacts  in  the  general  area  of  water 
quality.   In  addition  to  questions  having  to  do  with  the  adequacy  of 
sewage  svstem  infrastructure,  which  stanas  as  our  paramount  concern,  there 
are  several  specific  topics  on  which  further  data  and  analysis  is 
necessary. 

A.l  Sewage  Svstem  Infrastructure.  A  more  extensive  analysis  of  the 
capacity  of  the  sewer  svstem  is  needed,  including  more  information  on  flow 
conditions.  The  FEIR  states  that  dry  weather  overflows  should  not  occur, 
but  it  needs  to  be  established  whether  or  not  they  presently  do  occur  in 
fact.  Additional  analysis  will  also  be  required  to  determine  the  timing 
and  extent  of  the  wet  weather  overflows,  a  problem  wnich  appears  to  have 
been  largely  ignored  by  the  proponents. 

The  analysis  we  have  in  mind  is  one  that  should  pay  special  attention 
to  the  question  of  capacity  allocation.   The  proponents  need  to  work 
closely  with  the  Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Commission  and  the  Massachusetts 
Water  Resources  Authority  to  determine  more  precisely  the  extent  to  which 
this  project  will  absorb  the  available  capacity  in  the  svstem  (if  anv)  and 
thus,  in  effect,  have  the  potential  to  exclude  all  additional  development 
in  the  area.   These  results  need  to  be  clearly  transmitted  to  all 
reviewing  agencies. 

The  proponents  should  also  understand  that  MCZM  considers  it  totally 
unacceptable  that  "some  wastewater  flow  will  be  contributed  to  the 
overflow  by  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  A  developments."  The  frequency  of 
violations  for  many  water  quality  parameters  in  the  Fort  Point  Channel 
area  does  not  condone  further  contributions  to  the  problem,  even  in  the 
most  fractional  increment.   What's  more,  even  if  overflow  volume  does  not 
increase,  the  fact  that  the  proponent  will  be  separating  sanitary  from 
storrawater  flows  means  that  any  overflow  in  the  area  will  now  have  a 
greater  proportion  of  wastewater  contaminants,  causing  further  degradation 
of  harbor  water  quality.   The  proponents  need  to  undertake  an  aggressive 
effort  to  deal  with  these  problems,  such  as  working  closely  with  the  MWRA 
on  the  CSO  priority  list,  and  should  be  willing  to  accept  more  financial 
responsibility  for  the  implementation  of  solutions. 

^.2  Disposal  of  Excavate.   The  response  in  the  FEIR  concerning  the 
disposal  of  one  million  cubic  yaras  of  excavate  is  that  "the  proponents 
will  continue  to  consult  with  DEOE  concerning  the  identification  of 
approved  coastal  area  disposal  sites...".   More  definitive  statements 
regarding  the  prospects  for  upland  and  nearshore  disposal,  given  existing 
regulations,  are  in  order.   Such  statements  must  be  accompanied  dv 
ir.iormation  on  the  nature  of  the  soils  to  be  excavated,  which  oresumably 


will  contain  fill  materials  placed  on  the  site  as  recently  as  1969-1971 
(Figure  VI. 1-1,  Existing  Site  Conditions).   We  recommend  that  historical 
information  on  the  origins  of  that  fill  be  supplied  to  assist  in 
management  decisions,  and  that  the  soil  to  be  excavated  be  sampled  for 
"priority  pollutants"  and/or  selected  pollutants  based  on  the  history  of 
the  fill.   The  proponent  should  also  be  advised  that  site  assignments  for 
upland  disposal  of  excavated  materials  are  made  by  local  boards  of  health, 
not  DEQE  as  stated  on  p.  VI. 1-23. 

4.3  Dredging  of  Lagoon/Excavation  of  Canal.   While  the  plan  for 
dredging  the  existing  basin  to  10'  below  Boston  City  Base  appears  to 
incorporate  appropriate  mitigation  measures,  substantiation  is  needed  (in 
the  form  of  assumptions  and  calculations)  for  the  claim  that  dilution  of 
the  dredged  material  will  not  cause  any  problems.   The  material  does  show 
significant  bioaccumulation  of  contaminants  and,  if  deposited  in  situ, 
should  be  capped  with  clean  material.   At  any  rate,  the  proponents  should 
be  aware  that  construction  of  the  underwater  rock  dike  and  the  filling  of 
dredged  materials  behind  it  will  need  the  approval  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers.   Finally,  when  dredging  ccmiences,  DEQE  should  be  notified 
so  an  observer  can  be  present  to  monitor  adherence  to  mitigation 
procedures. 

Construction  of  the  canal  and  breakwaters  will  result  in  changes  in 
water  circulation  in  the  lagoon  area,  where  the  presence  of  basins 
suggests  complicated  water  movements  or  strong  currents.   The  FEIR  asserts 
that  flushing  may  improve,  but  not  enough  information  regarding 
assumptions  and  calculations  has  been  provided  in  support  of  this 
assertion. 

A. A  Miscellaneous  Sources  of  Contamination.   The  FEIR  has  three 
additional  gaps  in  the  information  provided  relative  to  water  quality 
issues.   First,  there  is  no  discussion  of  a  monitoring  program  for 
stormwater  runoff,  which  MCZM  believes  to  be  desirable  and  will  formally 
request.  Second,  there  is  no  discussion  as  to  how  the  proponents  plan  to 
meet  the  requirement  for  a  sanitary  pumpout  facility  to  serve  boats  using 
the  marina.   Finally,  although  the  need  for  an  NPDES  permit  was  identified 
in  the  FEIR,  no  further  mention  of  it  was  found.   Are  there  additional 
point  sources  of  pollution  connected  with  the  project?  Does  this  explain 
why  water  demand  for  the  project  is  expected  to  exceed  sanitary  flow  by 
more  than  10  percent? 


5.0  TRAFFIC-RELATED  ISSUES 


While  MCZM  continues  to  defer  to  the  technical  judgement  of  other 
agencies  evaluating  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  A  transportation  analvsis,  it  is 
apparent  to  us  that  a  major  coastal  policy  issue  remains  unresolved. 


-10- 


This  is  the  question  of  whether  project-induced  congestion  will  preclude 
efficient  truck  movements  or  otherwise  be  seriously  detrimental  to 
maritime/ industrial  operations  within  the  South  Boston  Designated  Port 
Area.   Massport,  the  Boston  Shipping  Association,  and  various  other 
reviewers  highlighted  this  issue  in  the  DEIR  but  as  far  as  we  can  tell, 
the  FEIR  is  not  conclusive  on  this  point. 

6.0  CONCLUDING  REMARKS 


The  foregoing  observations  make  it  abundantly  clear  that  the  Fan 
Pier/Pier  U   FEIR  does  not  bring  to  closure  issues  of  concern  to  MCZM. 

Since  submission  of  the  FEIR,  we  should  note,  the  proponents  have 
improved  the  lines  of  communication  with  MCZM  to  an  extent  that  is 
encouraging.   This  being  the  case,  it  is  appropriate  in  closing  that  we 
simply  repeat  with  emphasis  the  words  of  Secretary  Hoyte,  who  concluded 
his  Certificate  on  the  DEIR  by  saying  that  "it  is  important  that  the 
spirit  of  cooperation  fostered  by  the  project  proponent  not  be  allowed  to 
fade  in  the  coming  months." 


RFD/DD/JM/JS/JP/sla 

cc:   A.  Raine  (Governor's  Office) 

L.  Johnson  (EOEA) 

G.  Clayton  CDEQE) 

S.  Coyle  (BRA) 

J.  Leigh  (BRA) 

L.  Downey  (HPAC) 

L.  Dwyer  (Fan  Pier  CAC) 


February  2,  1987 

RECEIVED 

Jaaes  Hoyte,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs  \- tii   2  '[jsi 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA,   02202 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SZlf.ZlAf'.Y  OF 
City  of  Boston^^^.   ^^^.p^  ^^^^  0,vir>G.. .MENTAL  AFFAIRS 

The  Environment.  ^   '   „„„.  « ,  ,  », /ji ,  ,„  / 
DepartmentRE^     EOEA  K426///458^ 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

Bmmuu  Mj«uJiuMii-M::(i;The  Environment  Department  for  the  City  of  Boston  has  reviewed  the 

or-:'i-ni^nr-:i  ^H^iipj^j^^j^  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  proposed  Fan  Pier  -  Pier 

Four  development  and  submits  the  following  comments. 

A.  Traffic  and  Infrastructure: 

1.    In  section  S6  of  the  Secretary's  Scope  for  the  project,  he 

states  that  "for  both  the  lesser  scale  alternative  and  for  a 
reduced  scale  alternative,  project  phasing  should  be  determined 
by  tne  anticipated  timing  of  mitigation  measures."  This  Is 
critical  to  the  success  of  the  traffic  mitigation  plan.   If  the 
traffic  mitigation  plan  for  the  development  Is  based  on 
Improvements  like  the  Seaport  Access  Road  and  the  South  Boston 
Bypass  Road  then  construction  of  the  Development  should  be 
phased  to  begin  as  these  Improvements  are  completed. 

2     In  section  S3  of  the  Scope  the  Secretary  calls  for  the  proposed 
funding,  feasibility,  commitments  and  schedules  to  be  documented 
completely  for  Che  proposed  traffic  mitigation  measures.   There 
are  numerous  mitigation  measures  proposed  In  the  FEIR,  yet  the 
Secretary's  questions  remain  unanswered.   They  are: 

The  proposed  shuttle  bus  system.   The  proponent  has  proposed 
a  plush,  closed  door  shuttle  bus  system.   It  is  not  clear  who 
will  be  responsible  for  the  funding  and  operation  of  the 
system.   If  it  is  the  MCTA,  has  an  agreement  beeu  reached 
with  Che  MBTA? 

The  FEIH  suggests  that  che  MBTA  should  reduce  headways, 
ftipeclAlly  on  the  Orange  and  Blue  Lines,  so  Chat  additional 
riders  from  the  development  will  not  overload  the  system. 
This  proposal  requires  the  addition  of  rolling  stock  and 
operating  crews.   Is  this  feasible?  Has  che  MBTA  committed 
funding  CO  cbis  proposal? 

The  FZIR  assumes  six  lanes  of  traffic.   However,  the  State 
DPV  has  indicated  only  four  travel  lanes.   Has  does  this 
affect  the  traffic  flows  assumed  in  tne  project  model? 

Another  mitigation  measure  suggested  by  the  FZIR  is  tne 
reopening  of  Dorcnester  Avenue.   A  commitment  from  the  Post 
Office  is  necessary  before  tais  can  be  considered  a  viable 
measure. 

AJr  l^uuoa  Conirol.  Bostoo  An.  Bick  tty  ArCbUccianl.  tacoo  HU  Anfttteannl.  Bonon  LuMlaurkJ  ind  the  Conscrviuon  Commissions 
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A  70/30  rrausi;  Oiode  split  nas  been  assaned  for  trie  project. 
Tnls  it.   unrrialisrlc  tor  an  area  Chat  lk   not  served  by  dlrtct 
MBTA  rsii  service.   A  more  reallBCic  aseamptioc  mignt  be  a  4C/60 
or  5C/50  split. 

Tne  proponent  should  Investigate  separating  the  vehicular  and 
pedestrian  traffic  in  tr.e  Internal  sice  circulation  plan.   It 
would  be  ideal  if  the  vehic-lar  traffic  were  located 
underground.   Ar.  underprounj  roaaway  connecting  tne  Fan  Pier  to 
tne  Pier  4  should  also  be  consider^---  in  ordiir  to  elir;iuatt; 
congestion  and  intrusion  on  pedestrian  access. 

This  major  waterfront  sice  has  tne  potential  to  oe  a  significant 
water  transportation  facility.   There  should  be  cjore  tnought  ani 
iiscus.rion  given  to  tne  developnient  of  a  water  transportation 
terjninal  for  commuter  and  airoort  runs.   Tnere  is  going  to  be  a 
hotel  and  rnerefore  tne  site  Is  a  prime  candidate  for  a  shuttle 
service  to  the  airport.   In  addition,  there  was  no  water 
transportation  feasibility  study  In  tne  FEIK  as  requested  by  the 
Secretary. 

It  is  unclear  in  the  FUR  whether  the  ezisting  sewer  syscem  can 
handle  the  additional  flows  from  the  project.   In  addition,  the 
location  and  extent  of  capital  improvements  and  accompanying 
responsibility  is  unclear. 


Open  Space  and  Public  Amenities: 

Fcr  tne  size  ant  location  cf  this  project  the  amount  and  quality 
of  tne  open  space  is  clearly  inadequate.   For  ertamp.e,  the 
Christopher  ColumbuE/Vaterf ront  Park  is  A. 3  acres  wnile  the 
proposed  Fan  Pier  waterfront  park  is  only  .97  acres.   The 
density  of  the  development  and  its  protinent  location  on  the 
waterfront  warrants  a  larger  public  open  space  for  active  and 
passive  recreation. 

The  project  should  take  advantage  of  the  opportunity  afforded  by 
a  continuous  stretch  of  waterfront  to  create  a  spacious 
gr-sencpsce.  These  open  spaces  should  be  ennacted  by  approprirte 
plantings.  Tne  harborwalK.  consists  of  2.37  acres  but  because  of 
its  linear  configuration  it  must  be  complemented  by  spacious, 
adjacent  open  space,  such  as  a  larger  amphitheater  area  and  park 
07  a  coBbiaacion  of  tne  two. 

According  tc  the  wind  and  shadow  analyses  presented  in  tne  FEIF., 


A  majorit\-  cf  tne  site  (48*)  is  comfortable  for 
waliclng  only; 

Only  9*  cf  tne  site  is  comferta'tle  for  sitting; 

23i'  cf  the  site  is  unatceptaole  for  walking  or 
sitting ;  and 
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20*  of  the  site  Is  comfortable  for  short  periods  of 
standing  or  walking. 

studies  show  substantial  shadow  for  most  of  the 
morning  and  mid  afternoon. 

The  grade  change  of  the  public  open  space  restricts  the  view 
corridor  from  Northern  Avenue.   It  also  limits  the  uses  to 
which  this  waterfront  open  space  can  be  put. 

2.  In  the  current  design,  handicapped  access  Is  non-erlstent  on  the 
westerly  bridge  over  the  canal. 

3.  There  Is  no  discussion  In  the  FEIR  concerning  pedestrian  access 
from  museum  wharf  to  the  Fan  Pier  site.   This  could  be  a  major 
determinant  In  the  usefulness  of  the  site. 

3.    The  bulkhead  should  be  designed  for  more  activity,  Including 
waterside  access  by  boats. 

A.    There  Is  an  existing  excursion  boat  operator  on  the  Fan  Pier 
site  now.   Ad  outline  of  the  provisions  and  commitments  that 
will  be  made  to  accommodate  this  operation  and  other  water 
transportation  operations  in  the  future. 

5.    Public  restrooms  should  be  provided  independent  of  Che  retail 
operations. 

C.   Water  Quality: 

1.  The  FEIR  suggests  chat  the  dredge  material  from  the  project  will 
be  redeposlted  into  the  deeper  part  of  the  marina.   Given  the 
level  of  pollutants  in  the  sediments  is  this  a  sound  idea  with 
regard  to  its  effect  on  water  quality.   Some  of  the  critical 
elements  tested  in  Category  III,  others  such  as  mercury,  did  not 
test  chat  high  but  seem  to  be  present  in  concentrations  higher 
than  Che  average  concent  radons  in  Che  harbor. 

2.  The  envlroniBental  effecc  of  the  canal  on  Che  surrounding  wacer 
qualicy  should  be  Invescigaced  furcher.   On  page  VI  -  1-21  in 
Che  FEIR  ic  says  chac  cbere  will  be  a  decrease  in  Che  flushing 
ti««  CO  1.8  tidal  cycles  from  2.31  cycles  due  Co  work  as  part  of 
Che  developmenc,  including  che  canal.   The  cidal  flow  in  che 
canal  is  predicced  co  be  less  Chan  .Ifps.   How  environmentally 
sound  is  che  canal? 


D.  Coascruccloc  Mitigation: 

1.    The  barging  of  construction  material  should  be  examined  as  a 
mitigating  measure  to  construction  impacts. 

E.  Design: 

1.    An  artist  should  be  included  in  any  design  review  for  the  public 
spaces.   The  use  of  open  spaces  as  public  art  should  be 
investigated. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  MEPA  process.   It 
seems  that  the  level  of  review  and  comments  thus  far  have  helped 
refine  and  Improve  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  A  Project.   However,  further 
refinement  and  information  are  necessary  to  finalize  a  project  of  this 
scale  on  the  Boston  waterfront. 


Sincerely, 
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Lorraine  M.  Downey 

Director, 

Environment  Department 
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